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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OVERVIEW Heny o_ chi country's eLderLy Face the probLeme of poor health, poor nuCrtCiont

and inadequate income. Nutrition ta among CAe many flatcars cnac affect cna

health and Longevity of older persona. Nutrition Je believed Co significantly
influence bach morbidity and mortality. Enduring Chat CAe eLctarLy Ilave

Imf'fittest resources Co purchase an adequate _teC ia therefore an important
puOLJc concern.

This executive summery presents Cbs findtnge of the evaluation of CAe Food Stamp

SSZ/ELderLy Caahout Oemonetritlon conducted _y the U.S. Department or
AgricuLture, Food and Nutrition Service, The demonstration .aa designed Co

examine ways Co better neet the needs of the eLderLy tn the Food SCamp Program.

HoueshOLds whose members were eLL 85 years old or older and/or participated tn

Chi SuppLementaL Securtty Xncoma [SSZ] Program received cash Food scamp behalf Ca

in the Form cf checks rather then tn the Form of Food coupons. At Four of the

eight demonstration eJtam, Food scamp applications From demoneCrettcn
participants were elsa taken at Social Security offices. Two states tn the

nation, CaLifornia and Wisconsin, have provided caeh peymoncl Co rJ_a recipients
of _Z bmoeftts by uetng automatic fLat-grant food stamp paymante. In contrast
tn Chose procedures, households in the demonstration et cos had Co apply for Food

scamp beneftta in order to receive checks, end benefits were OeCermlned uetng

the standard program benefit determination formula.

Xn order Co uparate out the effects of caehout Frae the effects of ocher

program and economic changes ooourrtng during the demonstration period, 1C wan
useful co obtain comparison data From a number of stems which were similar to

the demonstration ettes but whats CaSllouC lea ncc ImpLemented. Etg._s sites

ammed es comparison aires. Zn the ccmparieon miCaS, no changes were
introduced. However, chi pt'oClSltng of food scalp applications nC SoctaL
Securtcy offtcam that wis schaduLscl co bo tmpLamanCad ea the result of an

Independent policy change wis delayed,

Xn addttton CO the deamnecraClen sad comparison aires, certain other sited were

designated aa suppLementaL dace sites for purposae cf the demonstration
evaluation. These suppLementaL sites continued Cc uae coupons but, unlike CAe

comperJecn sites, did implement the proceeding of Food stamp applications ac
Social Securtty offices.

The First demonstration ettae began program operations Jo April 1980, and CAe

demonstration evaluation ported covered tn Chts report LeeCao :nrougn cna summer
of 1581. Aa e result oF LegisLation enacted during the clamonscracion, Food

SCamp Program beneftCa are sCILL being distributed tn the form of c_ecks rather

then es coupons at the demonstration sites.

The major f'Jndtngo of the demonstration evaluation are summarized OeLow. In

assessing these results, 1C ShouLd be noted Chat, es wtCh any social program
evaluation, f'indlnga of Cna study mmic be _ncerpraced aa appraximacions of



LikeLy policy outcomes. Hany design choices had Co be made ac various stages of
chi evaluation. WhiLe careful analysis nas Lea co chi conclusion Chic t_e

ftndlnga ara sound, it is possible Chat soma results could have been affected

bath by theaa choices and by other factors relating to chi evaluation itself.
- For example, while efforca were made to match pairs of demonstration and

comparison sites es cLoseLy aa poaaibLe, neither perfect matching nor random

aeatgnmenc Co experimental status was practicaL. Another factor to consider in
thin regard la the fact that resource constraints Ltmttad survey deco coLLection

Co only three pairs of stoas. SimiLarLy, parts of Chi analysis ara baud on

survey data and_ Chersforat ara subject co both sampling and reporting error,
end to ncn-reaponaa bias. Potential reporting mistakes by sties with regard to

adetnietrmtlva coats end aggregate participation _ata ara other axampta8 of

problems summarized tn tho atudy's final report. The potential ImpLications of

chaco end similar problems were examined tn considerable detail during chi
course of chi study. Aa discussed tn the report, the available evidence from

Chat analysts suggests Chat Chase Limitations have not substantiaLLy affected
kay conclusions of the project. Wa believe, therefore, that, despite Chase
potential Limitations, chi findings presented bela, ara, tn ell LikeLihood,

reLiabLe indicators of tho potential affeote of Chi caehouC program Coated
durtng tho damonatraClon.

AONZNZSTRATZVE The demonstration sites included two entire acacia, Utah and Vermont, and

_IOCESSE6 _0 portions of iix others. Zn generaL_ existing computer mariner; _tCher Chat

COSTS uled for Authorization Co Purchase [ATP]/coupon issuance or Chic used tn other

public assistance programs---wee adapted to aeCat)Ltsh proceduraa for issuing food

acme benefits by check. Program staff at tho sites reported that start-up

proomdurea wars reLativeLy easy Co implement. )Cay activtctae involved in
beginning the demonstration included adapting existing computer programs Co

tilus checks, Identifying eLigibLe participants from program files, and training
Itlff tn new procedures. SCart-_p costs estimated by sics staff range from
about S12,000 Co $en,O00 par atom.

ALL buC one cf C_a sites were able co eattmate chi coat per iai_nca of caahouc
as compared etch regular ATP and/or coupon issuance procedures. _' Aa shown In

TabLe 1, Chi smcimaCed cost of check issuance eom Lower at each of Chase sites,

wtch cha potential coac savings attributed Co caencuc Jif CAe enCtra caseload

mia CC receive checks] ranging from S.32 Co 11.20 par tsauence, which ts
approximately 36 percent of average coupon issuance comte. The sources of

potential savings from using checks rather chon ATPs or coupons for benefit
tsmuance include: (1] elimination of ATP transection or redemption fees ac

sties uling ATPI) [2] elimination of Labor costs associated with coupon bangling

tn direct mall saree; [3] reduced security requirements; and [4] postage savings

I/
"'One site [Minnesota) was unable Co supply separate cost estimates for Chi Cwo
types of issuance. Homaver, tt .ettmated thaC actual costs per issuance _ad

been somewhat higher with caahouC. Tht8 was attributed Co Chi smaLL scale of

Chi caahouc operation and mas nec believed Cc be indicative of the rsLactVl

costa of implementing caahout on a Larger scala.



TABLE 1

Sz'TIESTAFF ESTZY,ATES OF THc _NTrlLY _ OF
HOI.IS_II3LD BE_EFZT ZS_JANC_ AND OF P_3T_-NT_ALSAVINGS I::ROI4C,A,_IOUT

Po_en_tl_ _vtnge .

ATP/Coupon _ahout wtth Caehout 1_/
Slta ZJouamom Check Ifsuanco OoLtaro Psrconcage

lq1nnloota IdA HA HA HA

Ohio II .20 $ .28 11 .94 78:1[

Or, gee I .alii I .11 .35 24

New York I .511 .57 I .02 64

South Care Lt no 2.31 I .95 .36 16

Utah 1.41 1.09 .32 23

¥ormon_ 1.44 .94 .50 35

Vt rot nt · 3.50 2.30 1.20 34

AVE]_I_E 1.114 I .17 .67 38

NAm no: IvItLIbLI,

_/ Not aLL tho potlntllL Imvtngl Frei cllhout wire Ic_ueLLy reettz,d
during _ho dleonltrmtton boceu,I coupon-reLa_od procldurle hid to bo
retatned for those llplntl Of tho caelLoad _hIC hive na_ been cached ou_.



in direct issuance sites _ecauee checks are Less costly CO mail _han _ha heavier

food coupon Desks. Wlt_ regard to reduced security requirements, tt should _a
noted Chat checks must also ne handled in a secure fashion. However, _ecauee

checks tn general requtre Less handling than do ATPs and coupons, the sscurtty
coats, associated with them are Loler.

It ts important to note that, tn so.e sites, actual savings during the
demonstration lere Leas then Chose suggested by the untt cost differences shown
tn the table because both cashout end non-ceihout systems nave nad C= _e

maintained simuLtaneousLy. _n Still WJch ATP tseuence procedures, however,
su_atentleL actual eevtnge have _een realized as s result of the demonstration,
dui Co Chi elimination of ATP trenuc_ton feel, which are S.75 or more Per case

par month tn several sites, To isle degree Cheil tuulnce coec livings may have

been street by COltS co cllhout program parttctpenta tn the fora of check-
caahtng tile. However, lurvey data coLLected during the evaluation suggest Chat

only about 3 percent st rheem houaehoLda had to pay tee. tn order co cash chetr
ChicXI.

Attar the rtrs_ few monthi of chi demonstration, et became apparent Chat Ch,

volume a_ rood Sca,p Program client intake et Social Security offtcel wee
ex_rameLy Low it the tour demonitretton SJtli where applications ware being
taken et Social Security ofrtcee. Aa s relULC, thts component of the

dl.onatrltton policy was reduced or discontinued aC some of Chile steel, end the
aatn focus o¢ the evaluation became an exaninatton of the .erects st CaIhout.

CHARACTERZSTICS The calhout caseload st the et ghr denonetretton steel IncLuded approximately
OF OEHONSTRATZON 35,000 houamhoLdl. Thirty-rive percent of the household. Chit participated tn

PROSe thl de. onetretton tenet seed of SS] rectptintl who were 65 ye. re old or older.
PARTZCZPANTS Thtrty percent ears eLderLy households that dtd not racilY. SSI. end the

rmkltntng 35 percent were tn the SSZ blind end disabled category, _oac of the

per,t ct paCing hougehoLchl [90 percent] conitl;ld of etngLe plreonl Living alone,

and 72 percent lire heeded by women. ApproximateLy two-cbt rdl of the

pertt ctpintl were whites moat of the remaining houeehuLdl ware black. Average
_3od Stamp Program banattt LeveLs wire _40 tot the SSZ lead category, $37 for

The non-SSZ seed category, end S44 for the SSZ blind and disabled category.

Average grcal Income LeveLs for ch, three categories lire $270, $312, and $_2,

miipecttviLy. The average ratios of grogs income co poverty LeveLs were 33,
.81, en_ .71.

_6ES IN JaaLyltl of monthly aggregate participation date suggests that ch. cashout

NUHBERSOF dillcnltretton had, at moot, e very modest effect on perticepacton tn :he _ood

HOUS_4OLOS SWp Program by households eLigibLe tot cashOUto During the period covered by
PARTZCZPATZNG the emlLyatlt the number of participants among houlehoLda eLigibLe rot caamcut

ZN THE _OGP,M4 increased et Chi demonstration st tea by in average of 9.5 percent. Over the
ieee period, pirCtctpetion 1ncr.aa, id it comparison sites _y 7.0 percent. The

dirt.fence tn ',,he two rites of 1ncr.els ts not atatistl:::T,y significant. When

dtsaggregate date ire examined, there ts evidence that _ _ qeamnltretton program

My have had soma eft.cC on participation for one of the three population target

grcuo.---che non-SSZ aged category. Participation wtth chis category increased



TABLE 2

PARTZ_PATZON I:IATE F.ST'Z).IAT;'; _OR ELDE';LY HOJS_-"'IOt._S

SSZ Non-E_!

SI to Reet pi ent R-,ti pt ,,ns ALL
HeueeheLda HoueehoLde Heueehn Ldo

Nam York .84 .35 .5S
Demonic r Itt on

SItm {Monroe

County, tneL ud-
lng Roche,cot]

New York .64 .17 ._8

Comport son St tm

[ALbmny County]

South C4rnLtne .78 .37 .56
OemeniCrmtt on

Site (2 turret

countt et ]

South C4roL trim .82 .36 .SO

Compareamn Stte
[2 rurmL oounttee]

Oregon ,75 .33 .44
DemoneCrett en

StTm [ )4uLCnommeh

County, including
PerCtind]

Oregon ,72 .27 ,44)
Ceepert eon Site

[line County, In-
cluding Eugene]

AV!_AGE ,711 ,31 ,4



by 13,2 percent ac =ha demonstration ·iCes during the period. The comparable
measured change aC comparison sties was 4.6 percent, ann the difference Oecwean

the changes at she demonstration and comparison sites is statistically

· igniflcant, Obaervea differences for =ha ocher Cwo target groups ·re very

smell, il

Reeulta ·Smiler Co CJ_osaoutlined above ·re aOtained when comparison sites and

· upplamenCaL sites are combined co form ch· reference group for ch· anaLy·t·,

ESTZHATED_300 Faod Stamp Program participation rates among elderly households eLtgtbL· for the

STANP PFIQGRA_ pr. gram were estimated ualng ·urvey data collected ·a pert or the ·valuation et

PARTZCZPATZON three of Chi de,chatterton lites ·nd Chatr paired comparison ·itel. The ·var·ge
RATES SCrOll the slx st cee of the ·attmotad participation fetal among ellgfbts

houaehoLds t· .q [Table 2]. Tht· t· conetltent etch current national estimates

chat the Food Stage Program participation race among eLfgtbLe elderly households

is approximately .50.

Participation reran varied ·ubstanCtaLly depending on whether households were

receiving ESZ, Among 5SZ recipient househoLdl_ the estimated race. range fr_

.64 to .94. The compereOLe range for non-SSX houeehoLda t· .17 to .37. The

higher rates for SS[ househoLde may be due to the fact cheer on lycra§e, they
have Lower incomes then the non-SSZ hou·ehoLdi ·nd ·re nor· tn need of

ealletlnce. Referral· between the SS! program and _3od SCamp Program may elsa

be · Factor tn.thts regard,

Among chi elderly houeehoLde included tn the lurYey, the overage sLtgtbLe

nonparticipant household had I grail monthly income of S387 ·nd wes entitled to
I monthly Food Stamp Program allotment of f_3. Of _e eligible nonparticipants,

38 percent or one-person houeeholda and 25 percent of multi-parson housshoLdl

were entitled to monthly beneftt$ In .xcel· of S40.

Lack of ·eareneel of program eligibility may be an important factor that reluLta

In nonparttcipettan by eligible households. Thirty-three percent of eligible

nonpartlclpenCl tn the ·urvey indicated chit Choy did not Chink they-were
eLtgtbLe for food ·tempi, and another 38 percent said that Choy dtd not know

whether :_ly were eligible.

Stigma 8._o appears co be ·berrter to participation in some cases. Thfrty-two

percent of nanparttctpanCa lndtceted they would _e amDerraeaed to Cell afrtend
chiy wire receiving food ltampif el compared etch lO percent of participants.

Probit iceLylts ramuLtl show Chat, after controlling for other deterntnenCl of

psrtlctpectonf expressing embarrassment ti aaeoctated with · statistically

significant 10 percentage point Lower probability of participation.

Otstance to Food SCamp Program afftces alee appears to be a significant

deterrent to Participation. HoulehoLds Located withtn one mile of · program
office have · statistically significant higher probability of participating.

'_ In addition to c_e above factors, the following variables were found to haver

ltatJsCJcaLLy ·tgntftcenC effects on the probability of participation:

houeeholde etch male head, have Lower participation probabilities; higher income

vi



results in Lower participation probabilities; having ac Least some _igh school

education Lowers probabilities; ana Oeing oLaer Lowers praoaciLicies,

The data coLLactwd tn the current surve? provide a convenient Oasis far

examining the impacts of mn automatic cashout program for SSI raoipien:a, such
aa the plane now in affect in C,aLifornia end Wisconsin. In simulating cha

affects or such a plan with the survey dace, tC was round that, even if _enefic

LeveLm mere sec 50 percent higher chon current FLat-trent benefit LeveLs in
CaLifornia end Wticonltn (S15 me compared ,iCh $10], ,witching a FLat--grant Food

a_amp caihout plan for SS( recipients _ouLd reduce average food stamp baneft:s
received by the eLderLy households effected by the change, In adatCion, c_a
households moat LikeLy to rlceive Lamer beneFiCe aa e result or much a change
are chose with the Lowest income LeveLs.

PROGRAMEFFECTS Food SCamp Progru beneftca Increased fooO expenditures rot households in the
ON FO00 EXPENOZ- survey sample, and the estimated affect ts sCactecicaLLy significant. Howavart

TURPq AND apparently there ia comet dareOLa eubacicucton or toed scamp benertca for money
NUTRIENT ZNTA_E Chat households would have spent on rood tn the absence of the program. For

each additional C_LLir of roO_ lCllp benefltuIp Chi laCimated thoreau in rood

exit!mdt Cures ti 14 cents. An additional doLLar or rood sCa_p benefits ta

elttmacad Co tnc_lele rood expenditures somewhat lore then an additional doLLar
or regular tacoma. Homevart the difference ti nec statisticaLLy significant.

Lnp_ccs on rood expendtturel do not appear to be significantly Lower in caahout
atcae than they are in the comp&risen sites. Zndeed, tar soma equation

Ipecirtcationa, estimated progr a- Impacts ars somewhat higher rot the ¢aahouC
sites, although the differences are nec statisticaLLy signrtctent.

_ar the eLderLy households included in the sample, rood expenditures Can_ Co

rime as income Increases, buC they do nec rise proportionately co income.

Therefore, l_e ratio or rood expenditures co income tends Co go down al income
LiviL8 rial. TabuLar InaLyala I_owe no substantial reLaticnihlpa between income

end nutrient intake. On average, the households in cna sample spend aOouc 29

percent or their incomes (incLuding the value cf rood scamp bene¢tce! on food.

Dietary intake was aloe studied rot eLderLy households in the sample. AC the

comparison mites, after uetng regression analysis Co control tar the effects of
other virtabLea, there wire no ICatiatlcaLLy significant differences between

progrmm participants and eLigibLe nonparticipants in the intakes of the nine

nutrients atudtad. AC the omaha(Jr Stria, attar controLLing For _qe effects or
other variables, participants were round co hove statisticaLLy significant

higher LeveLs of intake Chill nonparticipants tar four or the nine nutrients
atudiado Thua, there ti no evidence In the data Cd,ac cashouc weeXans the Link

between program beneftta an_ dietary intake.

When data are pooled across comparison end demonstration micas in performing the

regression snaLyatsf the estimated effects of the program on dieca_ intake ere

positive for aLL or the nutrients, but are only statisticaLLy significant for
one of them, calcium,

viz



ATTITUOES Information ·bout casncut Mas included in cna ·c·ndard outreach programe

TOWARDC_SHOUT conducted sc demon·itaLian sites. Ney·rebeL·es, only 50 percent of eLigibLe
nonparticipants at cha demonstration survey si_es reparc·d having _eara of cna

caenout program. Th1· ·uggeeta ChaC one explanation for C_a very Limited

· fl·cos of c·ehcuC on participation may _e Chat ·u_sc·nCt·L nuaOera of potential
participant· are una.·re of ch· program.

Of reepcndents who expre·eed opinions ·Oouc tambour, ·ubscantiaL majorities

· Coted Chat choy preferred dt·trtbutlon of food ·camp benefits Dy c_eck rather

Chon by coupon·. For _cch groupe, the main reeeon wee Chat check· were
perceived to be lore convenient or eeei·r to ual. Sub·c·ncteL nunmers of
reopondent· ·Lsd mentioned ·e ·n advantage of c·ehout the fact that checke could

bi coed to purchaee anything. Twenty-cwo percent of perttclp·ntl end 30 parc·nc

of nonparticipant· mentioned ltt g. a-reLet·d fecCorly luCh Se checks being Lei·
vtitbLe or not making the uler reel amberreesed_ ·e reeeone for preferring
checke.

The conlinmue long the lite project staff interviewed wee that the c·shout

damoneCrettcn Naa ·uccelefuLLy ImpLemented. The reduced tr·neacctqn end

redeoptton feel tn ATP tuuinoo ·icao end C_e Lower poeCege and eeourtty coati
tn direct coupon tl·u·nce attic amre ·imm by program etaff ·l potential ujor

· dventagee of c·ehouC. In addition, lC·fl it levereL Ittll beLieved'chat check
tieuence reduced the number of beneftt replacement requests ·nd tightened

control of poietbLe freud by Leaving better eudtt trails.

ACCURACYOF Data coLLected In the evaluation lurYey were weed to examine the effects of

_.SSUP_T_OHSUSED ustng retrospective tncoee data to etmuL·te Food Steep Program eLigibiLity.

%NCURRENTFOOD Thte ti of tntereet beClUle Chi methods currently uled to marinate program

STA_ _QGRA_ eLigibiLity end participation races ·re forced Oy data Limitation· Co rely on

ELISZBILZTY EDTI- mitroepecttv· tncom· data to simulate the prospective inco_e concept ·crueLLy

NATION PROCEOIJRESu·ed by the program.

The result· Cf th· analyst· ·uggeet ch·t, ·t Least for the eLderLy population tn

Cae current study, fnccmee are quite ltebLet end the uae of reCroapective data
aces not hive a ·upecenCt·L ·fl·ct on iettlat·d eLigibiLity rate·. Lc appears

_h·t the ua· of recroepecttv· data produces fewer ·LtGtbL· househoLdot on

Ivertgef Chon dole the ual of current pro·pecttve lnco.·_ _ut the Level of
discrepancy t· · maLL percentage of the ··cleated population. When viewed ·l I

proportion of the item/aCed eLtgtbLel, the eettmatmd discrepancy rate ti
Ippr_xtimteLy 3.5 percent.

SUY_ARY [n iUllery, the ceehcut procidurle ware ·eit Ly iapLament,_, end proauceO a coat
· eying· ranging _etmeen $,32 end ll.20 par Jeeuence, or approximately 36 percent

of iv·rage issuance coats. Coihcut _elOnOtrited, ·taoett · very modest affect

on the participation cf ·LtgtbL· eLderLy houeencL_e. OnLy Ch· ncrr-_SI ·ged

category tncree·ed participation st · Level that was statisticaLLy significant.

There eel no evidence tn Chi data c_ac ceancut weak·ne C_e Link between program

benefice and dietary tn_lkl. FOOd Stamp Program beneftte_ in the fora of

coupone or caih_ Increased the _ood ·xpendJCurei for hou.ehoLds in the survey



sample. The impacts of' _3enefiCs on fooa expenditures Oy households in _na
cashouc demonstration sites did not appear to ne significantly lower Chart in
comparison Sites, and, for some equation soacifications, Cna impacts on fooO

expenditures vere higher for cashout households than for coupon households.

The demonstration dace permitted an estimate of r_a rata of participation among

aLtgtbLa eLderLy SS_ and non-E_I houeenoLOs in the Food SCamp Program. OveraLL,
48 percent of eLigibLe eLderLy households participate, This numOer varies
significantly between SSI lsd non--_ recipients. The estimated race of

participation ii between .84 and .84 for C_e far,nar, end between .17 and .34 for

c_a Latter. Several factors ware identified aa affecting the decision to

participator IncLuding Lack of awareness of eLigibiLity, attgma, distance Co the

_od SCamp Program offtce, being a maLe-headed household, haying e higher income
or soma htgh school education, and being olOer.

BaCh recipients end atte project staff supported the concept of ce,hour. Checks
ware perceived by _ectpienCa aa Doing more convenient or easier Co uae and

created Leas attgms Chon did coupons. Site project staff cited Lo,er security

and postage coats, reduced requests for replacing checks, and ctghCsr audit
trails in support of C_o ClShNC concept.
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CHAPTER I:

INTRODUCTION

Hany o? the country's eLderLy era raced wlCh :he problems of poor health, poor

nutrlCtan end Inadequate 1naomi. Among cna many factors chat affect :he health
and Longevity of older persona, nutrition ts beLteved Co have extensive effects

on both morbidity ama mortality.

The Food Stamp Progrsl ti a major pubLtc program that can stretch CAe tncoma of
older parians and lnorealie cAetr buying power by providing money For the

purchase of food. It l_4wlre_ holeVlr_ Chat Large numbers or older persons who

Ire eLigibLe for food scampi have been reluctant Co participate Jn the program.

FOeItbLa explanations tncLudt the stigma of welfare, Lack of transportation Co

Food SCamp Program offtr4i, fur or traveling Co an eeeticance africa, and the

unltLLtngneu of some llrchenCl Co accept oouponlo Despite outreach efforts,
only an eicJeatad 38 percent of' eLtgJbLe persona over age 64 participated tn the

Food SCamp Program before the ImpLementation or the Food Stamp AcC of 1977
[6oebout end Y_lndaLLf 19791.

The 1077 Lee took I poatttvl step to_rd Increasing pirctclpacton by eliminating
the rood scamp purcheal requirement. '_ NevertheLess, only about one-haLf the
ILtgtbLs eLderLy ere currently beLteved to be participating in the program

nationaLLy.

In order Co obcatn information about possible ways Co help CAe program better

serve the eLderLy, Sectton 17(b][1) of the Food Stamp Acc of 1677 authorized

experimental proJectI deetgned Co Cast program changes Chic

light tncr_lll Chi efficiency of the Food Stamp Program end

Improve CAe deLtvery of rood scamp bene?tCl to aLtgtbLe
houemhoLdat ILL of 1111311members are age S5 or over or

inet fled Co SuppLementaL Sacurtty Income bene?1 Cs under Tt tls
)(VI of' the SocteL Securt Cy Act.

In response Co thte LegisLation, the Food end Nutrition Service [FNS] of the

U,S, Deport=enO of AgricuLture conducted the Food SCamp SSZ/ELdarLy CalhcUt
Demonstration tn etght ItcaI Icroal the country. At each of the etghC atCae,

houeehoLdi eL tgtbLe ?or the demonstration program CaLL of .hose members
wire over 64 yeJIrl old end/or received SuppLementaL Security Income [SSI]

4/
"Prior tO the Food SCamp AcC of 1977, households were aLLocated food scamp

couponI tn amounta equal to the estimated cpsc of e nutritionaLLy adequate Otet,
hoc sere, tn most cases, required to pay e portion or the face velum or the

coupons tn order Co obtain thee. Al a result of CAe 4977 Law, households now

recltva, .teApot hovtng Co ply for thee, coupons equil In velum Co CAe
difference between Chi riga value of the coupons and the ?armor purchase

requirement.



income] were issued chair _od sca:: 3enef_ts as money in the form of cnacks
rather than food coupons. -- In four of r_s stghC demonstration sites,

participants also ware aLLowed Co apPLy for food stamps sc Social Security
o?tlcea. Eight additional sites served as comparison sites. In _ha compertson

sites, no changes were introduced, and the processing of food stamp applications

at SocteL Security offices that wee scheduled Co be ImpLemented as a result of

an independent poLtcy change was delayed.

Zn addtcion Co the demonstration and comparison lites, certain ocher sicae were

dmmtgnacad sa suppLementaL data sites ?or purposec of the demonstration. 99_ses
e_ppLemenCaL stoas continued cc uae coupons but, unlike the comparison sJCai_

dtd implement the processing of food stamp applications at Social Security
off1 cam.

Recent washout procmdures used in CaLifornia end Wtaconmin have used automatic

fLat.rent food sCalp payments for SSZ households. Zn contrast Co Chou
procedures, um,_mrthe demonstration program, housmhoLdm had Co apply for food

scamp benefits in order to rscetve checks. ALsQ_ the standard program benefit
determination :'onmuLa was used to deCeretnm bensttca.

The ?1fmc dmmonltraCion stoas began program operations in April 1980, and the
demonstration evaluation period covered in this report .:_ted through the summer

at 1981. Pc]od SCamp Pragr-- benmttCa arm stiLL being d_rtbuted in the form of

checks richer than coupons sC the demonstration sites end Joint processing of

Food SCalp Program applications lC SOciaL Security ot?tces has been
implemented,

IMthemmCics PoLicy Reamarch (HI=RI end its subcontractors, Boston Nutrition
Associates end G3opers & Lybrand, were choimn by FNS to evaluate chi remuLtl of

the demonstration. The primary objectives of the resemrch mere: (1} Co
ivsLumCs the demonstration _Ltclel---repLactng the ?ccd coupons with caeh and

accepting program applications in of?tcae o? thm Social Security Administration;

[2] to determine the impact of Cheil chenwes on program aOmintstrstton; [3) Co
gain e better understanding of the determinants o? program participation; [4] to

ldenttfy any Link(s) between program participation and food expenditures and

dtsCar¥ intake, and between the ?ore o? benattca (check or coupons] end dteCary
intake; and [5) to evaluate assumptions underlying Food SCamp Program

participation retm emttmatlon methods being used for program planning purposes.

Attar the ?1rat few months of the demonstration, tt became apparent et the four

demoneCreCton si Cai where applications were being taken ag Social Security

1/
--The demonstration was Ltmtcad to households tn which eLL persona were either

55 or oLdmr lcd/or were recetvfng SSI. HousehoLds which }ncL udad pmrsonl under
65 ehc did not receive _Z were not eLigibLe ?or the demonstration. _C should

be noted thaC the B5 year old age eLigibiLity criterion used in the demonstra-
tion dtffars from the 50 year old criterion which ti used Co dettnm the eLderLy

population for some other aspects o? Cbs Food SCamp Program. AC Least tn parC,

the 65 year old criterion wee chosen to !_s present context for consistency
etch the age definitions used tn the $SZ program.





VI_I to examine impacts of _he Food Stamp Program on food expenditures and

nutrient tntaka among eLderLy households in the survey mites, Both the affects
c_ coupons and the 8flaG,s of beneftte tn the form of checks are examined.

Chapter 7)( _escrtbe8 the opinions about cashcu_ held by eLtgibLe households and

program 8_Uff members.

The report concludes wi:h Chapter X in which eligibility dstarmtnattona based on

previous year's annual income data ars compared wiCh eLigibiLity determinations
based on current prospective monthly Income data. This work ta of tntsrait tn

Iseeseing possible lrror$ tn present procedures fo:- estimating national program

eLigibiLity end participation rates because data Limitations currently force
chess esttmatas to rely on retrospective annual tncome data,

4



CHAPTER II:

0VERVI_,; OF THE

DEMONSTRATION

DESIGN

Zn order to assess the evaluation ftndjnge properly, tt is beat to constdor

them wtthtn the context of the deeonstrutJon. The key research questions Cbs

demonstration wee deetgned to answer are Listed beLog, foLLowed by a description
of the principal dace coLLection procedures that were used. The vartou8 s.mpLe

etzae end the lite selection process are also discussed.

KEY RESrc_ClC:H The demonstration evaluation dealt with the foLLoetng questions concerning the

OUE._ONS effects o_/tieutng Food Simp Progree beneftts tn the lorn of checks rather than
.v

Goupone.

1, How dose Infttchtn A from couponl to checks affect program
.ldmtntlCreCton coots? Assessing tmpecCl on coats eeo cLearLy
one Important component of the overaLL evaluation of

calhoun. _ particular tntereaC wes whether switch{ne Co

cheCkl could reduce t uuafice costs by simplifying benefit

tliuenoe procedu_le.

2. Whet ere the characteristics of those proqraa _arttctpant8

affected by ceeh_ng out food atamps for SS! recipients end

the eLderLy? Participant characteristics provide policy
mekara w_th useful Information about the groups affected by
tho demonstration.

3. Whet affect does oeehout heys on participation in Chi Wood
Stamp ProgrN? The uae of ohecka rather then coupone may
reduce lCJgoe sleocJeted utah progree participation for some

people end thus could Lead to higher participation rates.
PollJbLs effects tn thJi area were assessed durtng the
evaluation.

4. 0oas lwttchtn ! to ceehout decrease the ;sod Steep Progremtl

topsoil on food axpendtturee and nutrtenC intake? There wee
tntttaL concern that ceihout would weaken CAe Link between

the progru and food consumption, thereby decreasing program

1/
--Al prevt ouiLy indicated, _hs ortgtniL demonatretton destgn included an

examination of the effects of accepting program applications at SocteL Securtty

nfftoee. Howt_lrt *.he poLicy-reLevance of th_a research wee greatly reduced when
Joint processing of applications at Social Securtty offices wes initiated se a

nettoneL poLtcy. Moreover, Log demand for this service Lsd sites to reduce or recaLL
thetr outitatloned workers. A1 s result, the ethel evaluation focuoed almost

sntlreLy on the effects of ceehout.



tmpecta on food expenditures and nutrtan_ tntaka. The evaLua-

tion was structured :c assess whether this would happen,

5. Hm_ do proRram staFF and participants feel about the

desirability of caahout versus coupon issuance? in order to

fuLLy salaam the cashout concept, it wee important to sx_mtne

the attitudes cf both program staff and participants with

regard to benefit issuance by check.

Zt war dice cbid to examine certain other research 1sauna of tntareett not

dtrec_ty related to the arfac_a of cashout, because they could be ac sanely
addraeeid within the context of the overaLL c_,monatrettun evaluation. These '

euppLamentary qceation, ware:

6. What srn the overe_ Food Stamp Pro, ram particip, ti on rates

among e_iqtbte elderly households? The Food SCamp Program
hie been particuLarLy concerned wtth meeting the omega of the

milton's eLderLy. Current national aectmatu place the over-
ILL participation rite among eLderLy houlehcLde st spproxt-

lUltaLy 50 _rcsnt. One objective .aa to obtain t nfometton

that mould permit an amercement of the accuracy of thts
eiltmatl,

7, Whet arm the principal reasons for nonperttctpatton amonR
stt;tbLe eLderLy households? Zn order to improve the .eye

the Food Stamp Program meets the meade of the eLderLy, tt mae
necoaeery to determine shy the eLigibLe eLderLy choose not to

participate.

8. How accurate are proRram eLtqtbtLity rate esttmetee baaed on

prevtoua year's annual income date? Bacouse of data
Limitations, acer national ,etlmmtal of Food Stamp Program

eLigibiLity reran are baaed on houaahoLd InnuaL tnco, e data
for the prevtoue year rather thin on prospective tncona.

mhich the Food Stamp Program uue co datlrmtrm eLigibiLity.

Zt wee therefore cf intermit tG ail,iii the reLiabiLity of
eLigibiLity eittmetle based on previoue year's income,

0ESIGN Addreeetng the ralierch qualitone outlined above requt red both deecrtpttva
C[_4SIOBRAT'ZONS eneLyltl of vertaue aipecte of ceahoutt such aa cherecterilttcl of

participating cliental end eLM behivtoriL anaLyiis Concerning pouibLs sf_ict8

of ceah benefice with regard to much variables la program participation end food
Coneumptton. Descriptive questions could be examined simply by obtaining the

rlLlVlnt data it the _onstratton atlas where caihoul wee tmpt_ented.

Homlvlrw in order to conduct the behavioral eneLyltlt it Wll necalllry to obtain

data mi th .hi ch to make explicit comparienna beC. eeo tambour and non--caahout

14Cringe.

Two beitc approachae to structuring rheim coaperienns were possible, one baaed

on Longitudinal dace end cna baled on I cross section approach, Under the

Longitudinal approach, date on key behavioral tliUee could hive been obtained st



duone:ratton ettae prior to and al.tar the ImpLementation of. ¢ashouc, and the

analysts could then have used the pre-caahout data aa a ref.erenca point against
which _o assess the af.f.acte of. caehout. However, while Chis aLtarfiaCive wouLa

have been possible, it wee rejected for :wu amper:an: reasons. ;trst, :hare was

concern thee other poaetbte changes that might have occurred tn :ha Food Stamp

Program or tn the economy during the demonstration period mtgnc have made tS
d_flPtcuLt, using the Longitudinal approach, So isolate t_e impacts of. caahou:

f.ro_ the effacca of o',J_er fecCore. Second, obtaining She appropriate pre-

caahout data could have Chl_ayed the tmpLaaentacton o¢ She demonstration.

Zn vlew 0¢ then potential p'ro_Leme wtth tJ_e Longitudinal approach, tt was

dec_ded to focus the behavioral analysts on comparisons between demonstration
it:il end l_m_Lsr ce, pert.on I_tee In which ceehou_ would not be implemented.

The baits approach uled wee to coLLect comparable data on kay behavioral

vlrtebLea ouch el program participation, food axpendttureev and dtetary in:ski

at both demonstration and C_lpertlon sites9 and then to use the dace From She

dtt"_eren_ types Of. IJ_ll to allele the etPffac_e or ceshou;. The aec:ions below
dtecuil the date coLLection and sample selection procadurae which ware used
wtthtn the context of' thtl overaLL approach.

DATA The different types of data coLLection procedures deaortbed beLOw were used to

COLLECTZOH ob:eta tnforlletton that would help answer the research quelttons. Retattonehtpe
PROCEDURES between the relaarch quelttonl and the vertoue tnfforletlon sources are

luBmertzed tn TabLe [Z.1, [liUil roLe:ed to the number of at:al and the sample
ltzee ulid tar the evaluation ire alia dticueeed. (Additional detatL, with

regard to _ha data coLLection methods can be found tn Chi respective chapter,

where reluLtl baud on thile eourcaa ere preaentad.]

Executive Zt wes determined et the outlet of. t_. evaluation _het the lite colt data which

Intervtewl were to be compiled during the demonstration for ackntntitrettva purpoama would

not be .uff.tctentLy detailed to aLLow direct compertlan of coupon veraul caahout
tiauanoe coati. Nor wee it feeatbLe wtth the rEIOUrGIi avaiLabLe f.or Chta

coepqnan_ of the evaluation to perform da_at Led work measurement studies to
lealura issuance coati. Thereffore, ack-tntaCraclYe colt _eCa aero obtained

_hrough executive tnte_tawl of progrm atlf.f, et each of. the demonstration
It:aa. Thole tnterYtewl_ baaed on detetLed relearch outlines developed pr_or so

_i_atntervtam_ng, provided date about _he procedural that were let up to
ImpLement cuhout and about their Goers. Data on atef.f, attitudes t_ard caehou:

ilia ,ara obtained durtng these Interviewee

COle Records Omlcrtpl_iva enlLyltl Of the characteristics of the houmehoL_-a affected by

Data caehous required detetLed date about individual program parSictpenta. The moat

ef.f.tctant way to obtain these data was Co abstract casa records tnf.omaatlon.
Thta lie done f'or each of' the demonstration itSei,

Aggregate Zn order to analyze program ef._eG:S on participation, monthly eats ware obcatnad

Participation f.r_. aLL dmonetratton, comFulrtlon, and iuppLamenteL 8t tee wt ch regard Go the
Date atzei of ceaeLoedl eLigibLe for caihout.



TABLE IT. 1

RESEARCltISSUES AND OATA CDLLEL'r'iON METHOOS

;ntervteu,m Participation

of Program Data for
Staff aC C4sa Records A_ntntetrsttva HousehoLd

Research Zeaue StOas Abstraction Records Survey

1. Effects on eCmtnJacractve x
costs

2. Characteristics of x x

p_rttc_panta

3. Effects on x

participation

4. Effects on food expenditures x
end nutrtent tnCakam

5. Staff and participant x x

:lptn_ons

6. OveraLL parc4c_pattofi fiscal X

ar,ong the eLderLy

7. Reasons for nonperttc_pstton x

8. Accuracy of eLigibiLity x
eettmmtam baaed on pravJcue

yslr_s 1Rooms



HousehoLd Analysts of the affects of ceihout with regard =o ?god expenditures and nutrient

Interview intake required detailed data on CAses _arts_lse, _oth ?or rood s_smp

Data participants end for eligible nonparticipants. Because no such dace were

available in program calm records files, household survey methods ware used Jo

obcatn thts information. The household survey also gathered Information on

cLtenc attitudes co_ard ceshouC, on eligibility races s_ reasons For
nonperttctpatton, and on prevtoue year's annual income.

OEMONSTgATZON The deaunecrstton wes conducted sc atght sites, Eight comparison sites and ?tva
SZTE$ AND suppLfeanCal litel lLlO luppLtsd tn?or,tartan. This section discusses the

_AJiPLE SZZES · tsauaa considered tn leLscCtng _ha number a? sites.

Thl nfimba? Of litel lVltLlbLe for analysts wee mgic important Co =he examination

cf program effects on perCtotpettcn. As Indicated tn the previous section, the

enaLy$tm of CAs effects of washout on program participation was based on
segregate stts participation data, 2t tm of interest to consider the

tmpltcettona of tho number of stoas with regard to the power o? the analysis o?

d_onetrett_t program effects on participation.

Zt wee understood from the outset of CAe demonstration _hmt etght pairs of
domonltretlon/compsr_aan atria could not provtde enough dice to rsLtsbLy detect

relatively minor effects of ueohouc on participation Levels. Th_s sample size

wee, hoeever, sufficient for detecting effects ar 11.8 percent or more wttha

relatively htgh probability, and tt allied ?or considerable probability of
detecting effects es smell os 7 percent. _ Because FNS expected affects Larger

than Chis, end because effects smeller than chase mere a? Limited policy

tncaruet, IoNS?ell that eight pstrs o? demonstration and comparison stCos

represented s reasonable compromise between statistical precision and cost
considerations.

I/
--These date ware tnsufftGtsnt for analyzing client characteristics because

resource Limitations made it necessary :o restrict tho survey to elderly

participants tn only throe demonstration sates.

_a/The sample size cf sight pstrs of sites eat sufficient to allow a 90 percent

power Leve.L tn tasting the hypothesis of no dlf?erence tn effects on overall
pertt ctpotton rates betwsem demonstration end comparison atlas, seauutng the
true difference wis 91.$ percen_ end assuming s .05 level Cwo-cat Lsd test. This

power level uss computed in tho following way: the standard error cf the
saCtmstad _mmonetrlttofi/c_eportson lice difference tn overall participation
sheen in Ts=Lo V,2 to 3,57 percentage petals, Thus, the tees statistic cutoff

Level for I ,05 Level Cwo-Called toot is I.g8 times 3,57 or 7.00 percentage

poJnca, The potnt on the cumulative standard narmsl distribution such Chat 90
percent o? CAs cumulative distribution ti below thee potnt is 1.2B. Assume a.

aa approximation Chat tho true difference ts distributed normally with e

standard deviation a? 3.57, Zf the true difference ts 11.8, there Js a gO

percent chance Chat CAe c_eervsd difference will be greater than tho 7.00 cutoff

Level because 11.6 - [1,28][3,57] ts approximately 7,0.

9



When the evaluation wa· designed, tt was anticipated that da_e could be obtained

reLativeLy inexpensively from suppLementaL attas. _ur_hermaret tt was believed
that even tf such sites were nat as cLoseLy matched with the _emonetratton straw

· · w·re _e CalpertS_n iJteeg they eCtLL could be vary useful tn supplying
additional compert_3n Information wtth whtch to evaluate demonstration tepacts

on p·r_tctpatton. Aee rmeuLt, plans were made _cr Cbs incLuiton of 16

suppLementaL sites---cwo for each demonstration stte---._n '.,he overaLL

demon·tratton deetgn. Durtng lntCt·L negotiation· wl_ PO_en_IeL auppLamancoL

Itt··9 however, tt became evident that _on·tderwbL. administrative co·c would be

involved In obtaining chetr coapereCtc; end th·t luppLytng aha data would entstL

SUbl_·n_t·L col_ For same of the ·1COl. As I result9 Ch· n_ber of luppLelentsL
Ittet wu reduced tc ftys.

SampLe ItZl dectitonl also wire necessary For the project's tIM racordl ·nd

lUrye¥ dice coLLection work. These deal·tons ·Lie warm b·i·d on _rachmoff·
between sneLyttc prectltcn ·nd Goat. The _iGo record· simples were tnt_tstld

principaLLy for descriptive analysts. Therefore, tn determining these ample

itzal, attention was gtven Co t_e IJZl of expected statistical confidence
IntervaLs around IltJlitli of dimanstrsttcn Participant characteristics. Th·

Call r·COrdl' simple 81ze cho·inf 500 households per sttef wi· lufftctent to eekl

FeLt·bLs Itco westmate, w.tth in accuracy of pLul-or-mtnul four percencege potnte
tn imttmettng proportions of households etch gtven characteristic·. [See VoLume

ZZ, Appendtx D.]

WtCh regard to simple stzu for the survey works deitgn decisions focused on the

analysts of program tmpactl on dtecor_/ tncoka beceuim Chi· lei to bi one cf the

1(4y ul4· at the survey dace and wee elsa the type at IneLylts wtCh the smaLLest
expected simple atzl. For mast cf _he nutrients ·xzmtned tn the InsLylt·t th·

simple Itz· mhtch lei choun--spproxtmstsLy 1700 oblerv·ctcno--wes luff talent _o

aLLow a htgh probability Df detecting program wffactJ 0¢ 10 tO 15 percent of
mean nu_rtent intake. _'

SZTE SCatim end LcceLJttsl were tnvtted, through · Federa_ Regtacor announcement, Co
SELECTZON apply Far I·Lactton 1nCo the demonstr·tton. The rtneL Go. of light iJtll lei

· eLected judgmencoLLy by _45 From among the 17 ·itel this ippLtad. The

FoLLowing crtCorta were used tn the Itco selection procsll.

t. Htgh probability cf ·,JCCltlfuLLy implementing the
Wonltri_ton progrim wtthtn, reLativeLy short ttme frame

2. ;eogr·phtc4L distribution

3. Obtaining bath rur·L _nd urban arose and · representtve range

of' ctty itzis

1-/Oiled on power CeLcuLitlonl ·neLogaue to thom tn prevtoue roar. note. The

variances used tn _hmee ceLGoLlttons mere those for the regression coefftctentl
ropQrtsd tn TabLe VZZZ.8. P_war LeveLs of .gO for .05 Level two-taiLed _iiti
lire uled,

ZO



_, Cost mtntm_zst_Qn, aub_s¢_ Ca the ocher cr_tar_ao

After the _smonatrstton lites uere selected, comparison stoas were chosen using
the ¢oLLowt_g ¢rttsr_a:

1. Proximity Co dmonitratlon ,1tee (Co control for geographical

differentia, ALlmv uhere possSbLa, choostng comparison and
demonstration atlas tn the same stats rinimJzad dill'stances

tn ecktnt ,crattve any1 remnants. )

2. SimiLarity co d_oneCraclon ,ties .iCh regard Co rural or
urban character (to control for possible cross-st Ce

differences etch rtgard to thta tmparCanc _ertabLs],

3. WILLingness Co participate tn the demonstration lit wes not

posetbLa or destrsd Co 1spasm participation on sCaLes or
Loca Lt ttss],

TabLe ]:]:.2 Lilts the demonstration end coapartion at tea and includes notes ut th

regard to tho approprtac,nmal of the comparison sites.

The crtcarta used to IOLSGC suppLementaL sttsl were similar to thole outLtned

above etch regard to coeparJlon stte selection, although Cbs luppLeeentaL
IJtSl ears not al cLoseLy matched wtth the demonstration .sites. TabLe ZZ.3

Lilts the suppLementaL cla_ sites,

Z1
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TABLE [_:,3

g,,IPPL,E_tTAL SZTE.S

Notes on SuppLementaL

OuoneCract on 9t Ca Supp Lawn, teL St ce 5t ce

Hannept n county, Nert on County, Ltke demonitraCt an

MtfltlIIOCI Zndtane alta, Located tn Hto-
eeoc and contains

major matropoLt Can

area, ZndJ enepe Lta

Cuyahoga County, Ohto HamiLton County, Ohta Zn leal atica aa
c_monatratt an !1tCa

end conic1 ne

Cincinnati, the iht ecl

Littler ct cy tn the
atica

Oregon Dmonetretton Remainder of State, 2n lane atica la

CounCtae Oregon damonetratt on at Ce,
Not weLL matched

etch regard to urban/

rural compowttlon

South CaroLine Lanceeter County, Zn mama irate ii
OemonaCratJon Counttaa South CaroLina deeonetratton councils

and, Ltka them, pta-

dominantly rural

Utah [entire Irate} TuLle, OkLahoma Ltkl damonaCretton
site, Located tn

Southwelt · PraY1 del
a match for urban

araie Jn demonstration

meca, but not for

rural areal,

i
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CHAPTE2 III:

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

AND PROC_SES

Interviews ¢enducted ,1th Food Stamp Program at, fl members Indicated ,ubetanttaL
poitttve reactton to caehout by _oth ,toff and cLtentl. Vary ;aw ,cart-up

probLama wart reportld tn tmpLeaanttng the damonatratton, and once the ·LtgtbL·
rectptanta ,era Identified and computer programming ,aa Bodtftad to par, ti

tlaulnce of ohacka, the ongotng caahout t·auanca procll8 wee reported to be

conitderabL¥ It.pLer then ATP or coupon taluenca. Potential coat savinga from
th£ ti, haut proc_duree warm tden:tft·d in aLL but one of the ,1tee.

DATA Acb-tnll_rettva COlt, and proceeiea mere analyzed uatng date coLLictad through

COLLE_'_OH Interview..1th .1ti program ataff tnvoLved tn directing end/or tmpLe-anttng the

ceehout damonitratton. Both tn-person and telephone tntervtewe ware conducted

wtth program Iteff tn Hennaptn county, Ntnnamatel ArLington County, Vtrgtntet
lcd Ver_ont. ZnterYtewe et the other ftva IJtel warm conducted by tulLIphone.
An tnttllt round of lntarvt·,e wee conducted batiaen October and December of

lg80. Thee, dt·culiJoni foculed on aapecta of project Itert-up and
damonetratton perfomance. A ,acond round of 1near, tawing occurred tn Auguat

and September of 1981. At thee ttle. apb,eta wee pinged on reftntng aattletal

of cuhout end non-CllhOUt 1·au"nDe coati end obtltntng optntone on expanding

end extending ceehout.

Zn eLL lttll IXCIpt V·mont and Htnn·iota (the ftrlt Cwo Interviewed]. en

1near, taw gutde .aa uled duMng the rtrat round of tntarvtawl to help atructure
the dtacueetone. ThtI gutde [IncLuded tn VoLu, a ZZI] .el BaiLed to CllhOUt

project ccordtnetore prtor to the tntarvtewl tn ordir to help the. prepare for

the tntervtawi end to deterltnl mhtch ataff lelberl Ihoutd participate. For the

Auguit and S_c_cember 1981 tntlr_/tewl, a Latter and COlt accounting form Lie,

VoLull III] were provtded to help ,tandardtza colt ·ertl.latCh.

The tntttaL tntervta.a took approximately one and one-haLf co t,o hour· to

COlpLeta. ]n iDaC Ileal t fOLLOI-tJp contact· ware requtrid _o cLartfy data or to
obtetn additional 1nfo,latch. Soil atria provtded additional Irtttln

tnforeatton. Xn _uth CaroLina. where the Food Stamp Program ti county--
· dltnJ·terad, the ftrat alt of tnter_Jawe wu conducted .1th ·ach of the four

damonltratton county offtCel leplreCelLy, foLLowed by an Inner, tam .tth Stere

Oeperteklnt of S_ctiL Servtcea project ,toff. Caihout program appLtcittona and

outreach plane prepared by the Ittll mere revtew·d prtor tC the interview· to
provtde background tnforlatton _het mae verified through the tater tnt, rvtewl.

The lacond let of tntarvtawe ganerlLLy took 30-4_ etnutei. FoLLor-up ceLLa wire

raqutrad In lev,rat atria tc cLarlfy Inform, eton on coat llttlatee. The

principal contact per_n ac each ,ltl wa, cent · preliminary draft of Chi Itel

report and ,skid to vertry the accuracy of the tnfor_acton. Comment, were
Incorporated 1nec ravtied varston, of the lite reports and ere reflected tn thil

ftnaL report. OatetLa cf the f'lndlnga of the itt. tn_arYtawl are provided tn
Jac_aon [1982).
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OE?_ONb"TTtATTON The sites that peril=the=ed in =ha demoneCratton had a varte_y of organizational
CONTEXTS arrangements. The entire eta=ss of Utah end Vernon= participated In the

demonstration and thetr progrmal ,ere =oraLLy Bt.ate operated. [n Oregon anci

South CaroLine, =ha lists ioctaL esrvtcee _epar_men_s administered =he

deuonstrsttont but only lelected countte8 perttctpstsd. The remaining

demcnatratton progress [in Henneptn County, MtnneeoCa; Cuyehoge County, Ohto;

Honrne County, Nee York; end ArLington C_unty, Virginia] were operated entirely
by thetr reabecttve county IoclsL matrices deperCmenta.

F_uL. Of the It=si [Htnnesotsw Oregon, Vermont= and Virginia] participated tn the

gu=eta=toning c_nponent of the demonetretton. Thts tnvoLved pLactng food cramp

offtc_n etsff tn MLected SooiIL SecurJ cy offtca8 tO =ekJe applications.

TabLe Z:Z[.1 thrall the orglntZltlon of T_e demonstration atria end Indicates

their JurtldtcttoneL arrangement and their outetettontng eCstu8 [SSA or non-
SSA).

Progrml size varied considerabLy--the miLLage ceshout =misLead wee tn ArLington

County, Virginia end the Largest tn Cuyehoge County, Ohio, TabLe [ZZ.2 displays

_he etzs o1' the =mahout celeLoed tn each otto at approximately the etsrt of the
demonstration.

SI.JI_!ARY F'ZNDINGS

Benefit Zaausnoe Sites very conetdmrabty in their tuuenos procodure8 for non-=mahout benefits.

Utah nnd Vermont metL coupons directly Cc recipients end do not uae
Authorization to Participate (ATP] cards. ALL other ettea matL ATP cards Co

rectptsntl who must thin tSkel)hel Cc selected banks, post offtcII, or Food
stamp offtCilS for redeegtton." Ntnneaote mltLI couponi dtrectLy to · sublet of

ttS cae. Loodl the remainder rsGetvel ATP csrds. At aLL lites, regular ongoing

food Otemp JlUluence ecttvJty tl lutoletsd aftsr tho tnlttsL tsausncs.

Exllttng eutomotsd ATP taeulncs eysCels, coupon JllUlfiCe lyltal or public

assistance check-_rtttng c_.putsr eyetme were modtfted to generate checks For
the csIhout prQgrem aC each Bt=l. At eLL sisal, mailing procedures, IncLuding

check-Itgntng, envelope ttufftng, end LabeLing, ere cae lame for ceshout chocks
Il for ATPs end/or public illtStulncs chmckJ.

Each F,Jod Stamp Progrml off'too hem procedures Co 1slue food stamp benefits

qutckLy for emerg,ncy 1atrial Issuance,. Zn ceshout sties, checks sro used for
thole expidtted tleunnosi. In 0hto, Oregon, _nneaoca, lid Nan York, She

ex_ldttsd cJ_ecke era generated and signed In =he central offtce end either

tootled to recipients or gtven to thee directly lC Cbs main dtitrtct offtca. At
the other lites, expedited chackJ ere 1slued et Local offices. Site stiff

reported that the Incidence of expedited chocks for =ha =mahout population ti

very aviaLL, Lois Chin 2-3 percent of eLL monthly Issuances, be=seam the iLdsrLy
ueusLLy have other Sources of Income Chic can be uRd until food stop

benefits Ire 1mould through normal procedures,

1'J/Ore,on changed to a direct IC1L procedure August 1, 1981. However,

Information provtdmd tn thts report _vere the elms period prior Cc
ImpLements=ton of dtrlct matL tesusnce.
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TABlc III.1

srJ'E QRGAN]:ZAT[0NAND i3ROGRA_ITYPE

SCaca--0peratad Si cea Councy..-0peracad Sites

Entire State SeLected Counctas

SSA Vamenc Oregon Ht nnesoca
Vt rgtnt I

Non-SSA Utah South Oht o

CaroLina New Yerk

TABLE II1,2

DATE /l_O CASHOUTCASELOADSI'ZE AT OF.J'tONSTRAT:!{_ISTART-UP

Approximate CalhOut
CaseLoad St ze

at Program Start-up
Start-Up [Hummer of perttct-

Site Oete pactnq households)

Htnneaosa, Hennaptn County Hay 1980 3,007

Nee York, Monroe County June 1980 3,795

Ohio, Cuyahoga County May 1980 11_q19

Oregon [four counttel] August 1980 $,590

South Care[ina [four counties} Aprt L 1980 3,322

Utah Aprt L 1980 3,287

Vermont duLy 1980 3 ,go0

Virginia, ArLington County September 1980 452
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Benefit ALL sites except Minnesota were able _ estimate :he :aec of issuing checks
Issuance Costs end :he cost of non--caehouc issuance.-- in aLL Chess s_Ces, =he ccsc

of check issuance wee reported co be Lower chon the coec of ATP ar coupon

Issuance. M_lte MinnesoTa staff memDers were noc able co provide separate =eec

estimates for CAe cwo types of issuance, they dtd escimaca :nec :he actual cost

per check Issuance during Chi detmnecraCion had Oeen $.25 higher C_en Ch, coeC

of coupon Issuance. Thio higher untt Issuance ooac ?or oaehcuc wee ec=ributaa
co the 8aeLL scale of cna demonstration, which Led Co certain Inefficiencies,

end tC eeo ?eLC CheC untt coats ,auLd Oe Lower 1? caanout were applied co a

Large client population,

TeaLs IZZ.3 displays CAe estimated untt COST Of ATP/coupon issuance versus check

teeuence tn each elco except MJnneec=a. Substantial differences extsC across

et cee in The unit coots cf ATP/coupon end check issuance. Some of :ness

differences ere due to CAe scale of CAe teeuance operation. Far example,

ArLington County, Vt rgtnJe hid CAe highest unto coec per issuance and had, by
Far, CAe _ueLLeeC caseload. ConverseLy, C_yahoga County, 0hto had the Largest

caseLDed of CAe eight demonstration stoas end also had the Lowest unto cost of

ben, ftc tuuence. The other reLativeLy high coec teeuence site wee South
CaroLine, which 11 somewhat uotque in CAaC 1C ts the only si Ce chat employs

cashiers to redeem ATPI tn food IClmp offices.

The potential cost eevtngl attributed Co check Issuance ranged from $ .32 To

11.20 per Issuance. Sources of savings ?ram uetng checks rather _han ATPs or
coupons for benefit Jsiuencl include= (1] reduced ATP Transaction or redemption

fees] [2] reduced Labor coati allocteted .ica coupon handling in direct mail

sties; [3) reduced security requirements; end [4) postage savings tn direct

Issuance ,1Tee Dec,uae checks ere Leu costly co mail Caen the reLativeLy
heavier food coupon books. With regard co reduced secuMCy requirements, tC
should be noted CAa_ chicks mue_ also De handled In a secure faehton. However,

because chicks in general require Leis handling Chin do ATP'e and coupons, Chi
security coati associated with them are Lower.

In Iaea sties, actual 8evJngl during CAe demonstration were Leis caen Chose
suggested Dy Ch. uniC coec atfferencee shown tn the CoOLs because _och ceehouC

and non--Clihouc SylCeml had tO be maintained simuLTaneousLy, Howevers tn stoas

with ATP Issuance procedures, substantial savings were realized al a result of
the demonstration, due Co CAe elimination of ATP Transection fees watch are $.75

or more per crm_aecCion In some steel, ALso, in direct coupon issuance sites,

significant postage savings were realized, end Leu staff were needea because
checks, unlike coupons, dc not have ca be counted before Issuance. To some

?The dece presented here ere baaed on information supplied by sics sca?? during
TeLephone interviews. ALCAough CAe remaurcee avaiLabLe ?or :he evaluation did

not peruJC Independent verification o? CAe reported dace, CAe coat accounting
fume developed ?or Chi research, which et Cee used co summarize tesuence caeca,
appears Co have aLLowed CAe coLLection of consistent data across aLL stoas. We

cAerefors believe The reported data ars reasonably camperaoLa across ,ices and
provide valid estimates of potential coec savings from caahauc.
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TABLE !ZI.3

SZTE STAFf: C.STIHATES OF THE UNIT COSTS

OF BEHEJ:[T ISSUANCEAHD OF POT_iT_.AL SAVINGS FROM_OUT

Paten=i - L Savings

_eaou_ with Crewcut ,
Sics ATP/Coupon Teeuanoe Check Issuance DoLLars Percentage--

Mtnneeote _-/ NA HA HA NA

Ohto 11.,'?.0 s .28 $ .ge. 78Z

Oregon 1.46 1.11 .35 E4

New York 1 '59 ,57 1.0E 84

South CaroLine 2.31 1,95 .36 15

Ul:an 1.41 1,09 .32 2:3

Vemant 1.44 ,94 '50 35

Ytrgtnte ' 3,50 2.30 1.20 34

AVERAGE- ALL Sltee 1,84 1.17 .67 36

NA - not avaiLabLe.

--e/Nat ill the pQtentiaL eevtnge from ceenout .are reeLtzed during _ha

demonltretton meomumemoupQn-reLated procedurel had to me ,.etetned for thole
sigmenta Of the caeeLoed that were no_ cached ou_.

9/The #tnnelote staff could not provtde separate COlt liGtlitem for cna _wo

issuance procedural. Actual cCe_l of ceihout in MtnneeoCa were believed to me
COnTelhigher per ClehOut laluence thin for regular Jeeuenoe. Howevert ChJa wee
attrtmUtld _c _he smeLL ScaLa of _he ¢8lhout Gelmnetration at that Site ind wis no_

meLJeved _o be Indicative of wne_ ceihout costs wouLa _e tn a Larger con_axt.
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degree these issuance cost savings may have bean offset ay costs to casncut
program participants in cna form of check casning fees, However, survey _aCa

collected during the evaluation suggest :hdc only about three ;arcane of these

households naa co pay fees tn order to caen Chair cnacxs,

Outstacioning ALL four .tree =nsc impt_ented the outstationing component of the aemonstretion

[Ntnnesota, Oregon, Vermont, end Virginia] indicated Chat Low volume caused

outetettonad worker productivity to be considerably Lower than Chat of regular

workers, For example, Oregon eittmatad _hat 1ts ou_sCatianed workers averaged

1,6 applications per day compared wtth more Chon tan per day for regular
workers. ArLington County, Vt rgtnla esttmata_ :nec outetattoned workers

averaged four intake, per week mhereae tn--office staff averaged 14 while also

responding to euOetenttaL numbers of telephone infer=etlon and eervtce
requests, Outstettoned _rkere tn Htnneeota were estimated to be only e_out one-

fourth to one-third aa productive as regular workers, who averaged approximately

112 transaction. (appLications, reactivations, acc.] par month,

Zn Htnnelota and Vermont, the office hours of outetatloned workers were reduced

durtng the demonitritton, and tn Oregon, outstattontng wee discontinued

altogether reLltlveLy early tn the deBonetretton end repLlced by · referrlL

arrangement. ArLington County, Vt rgtnte end Vermont attempted to tncreaae the

utilization end productivity of the outetectone_ workers by having them

handle aLL servicing of the total ceehout caseload rather then Just tnt tteL
applications and certifications. However, none of these arrangements worked Co

the lettifectton of the program directors, end aLL the altel except Vtrglnta had

discontinued outetlttoning by June 1981. Virginia enaed tls outetation_ng tn
September 1981.

ReLetlonentpl wtth the SocteL $ecurtty Administration (SSA] staff and placement
of food stamp workers tn SSA offices proceeded smoothly ac aLL ouetattonlng

lttle, Itth no significant proOLame reported. Cooperation between the agencies

wee reported to hive been coniti_entLy poeittve and mutuaLLy beneficiaL.

Other The Clihout lJ_el reported chert except For the changes tn ieluenoe procedures

Procedural dticueeed above, iMpLementing ceehout hag minimal impact an exiactng Food Stamp
_hange8 Program operettonl, ELigibiLity determination, certification, quality controL,

end admtntitreclve support rea,lined the same undir Doth coupon and check
lliuencl. Some changes were required tn project reporting procedures end tn

financial iklnagament tn eLL lttel due to (1) new payment and reconciliation

methods; (2) demonstration reporting requirements For monitoring and evaluation;
end (3] simultaneous operation of two lieuenca procedures. Zn eLL steal, the

Level of effort required to perform those additional re_ortJng responsibilities
woe eetd to be too Inconsequential to warrant or perm lC making separate coec
llttmetel.

PLanning and TabLe ZZZ.4 summarizes the lethodi each stte used co develop ClehOUt procedures

Start-Up end to tdentlfy aLtglbLe individuals. After tnitleL planning wtth FNS, lOSt
stele dedicated eubitencteL start-up ralourcae Co modifying chair extacing

computer aylti,l$. Each atto leda Bodtftcatton. either to 1ts ATP or coupon

teeuence computer program or to 11_i iyltem _or generating public assistance or
general reLtef checks. These modlftcatione, which permit:ad the systems to

generate cimhout cheokl, were generaLLy described as fairly easy to implement.
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TA8LE :[[ ,=.

ZNTT[AL PROJECTZMPI.=_MENTAT20NPROCEDURES

[denl;t ftcaCian of

- Computer' System Deve_oomenc Proiecc Elt.qi_Las

Adapted Food Adapted PuDLto I'lanueL C,ompul'.ar

SCmaw'ATP Autatance or Ft La F.iLe

:]:oauence System AFDC System Revte. Scan

Ht nnelota x x

Ohto x x

Oregon x x

New York x x

South C4ro Lt no x x'_/

Utah x x

Vermont x * x

Vtrgtnta x x

i/
--Lilt of eLigibLes Identified by atica reYiew of computer ftLea vas

vertftld _)y county offtcie through .mnueL case itt. review.
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A_other major task in implementing the OemonsCracton was :c i_enci?y _ousehoLds
eLtgtbLe for the demonstration and notify them of the pending changes, The
identification cf eLigibLes had Co be perfc r_e_ _anuaLLy tn _innesata, Virginia,

South CaroLina, eno Ohio. NanuaL case file review was a :1me-consuming

activity. For example, in Cuyahoge County, Ohio--the sloe ,ich :ne Largest

caseLoad--Identification of eLigibLes :oak approximately _.28 votker--_eays, :n

sties ,hera exiattng computer ?iLea could be used Co generate Lists of persons

eLtgtbL_/for :he project, this program start-up task was much simpler and Less
costly. '_ ALL sites mailed notifications to the identified eLigibLes sxp.Laining

the new tasuance procedures.

Ocher start--up iccivttiam, ouch ii staff training, were considered minimaL.

ALt.hough meet steal dtd lame training prior Co start-up, Chis arran consisted

simply of discussing the Gluings during · regular staff meeting. The minimal '
training requtred wee attributed Co the administrative simplicity of the

program. OCher activities rtqutred for proJeCt start-u_, such as general
administration and government Liaison, mere considered by mcat sitar Co be
etntmaL, requiring LittLe additional effort once the program was approved.

ALL atica ware able co provide aetna estimate of the overaLL caeca of aCarctng up

the cashouC project. However, neet attar were unable Co am:teats costa ?or
de:aiLed aubtieka. TabLe ZZZ.5 shows ceCaL cost estimates ?or calhoun start-up
tn each stte end tncLudee an aLLocation of thole COati across suocaike, where

avaiLabLe. Hany stoas riper:ad that their estimates for overaLL end sub:ask

colt altimeter were lubjict Co considerable margins of error.

TabLe [Z[.8 Lists the major iccivictie :hat were required tn starting up the
cashout program. ]t also aumei?tzas s numOer of factors chaC should _e

conetdered tn planning or implementing future cashout pro:sOurer,

Outreach Zn accordance wtth the dieanetrltJon deiJgn plan, outreach activities were noC
changed iublCanttiLLy with ImpLementation of the demonstration. ExticJng

outreach iccJvJCtel ItmpLy were Bodtfled to include Jnfornetton about CelhOUC.

However, several stria, Boil natlOLy Nonroi County, New York; Cuylhoga County,
Ohio; and ArLington County, Vtrgtnta did target some Information about the
program Co groupl thac tncLudad Large nund_ers of eLderLy persons.

ProbLems ALL the InCas reported Chat the demonstration wee reLativeLy easy co implement.
OlipJte lane minor tntttaL problems at virtoua sJtia--a workers' strike tn Ohio,

s dally tn receiving check stock in New York, end early opposition to the
program ?rom en advocacy group tn Virginia---project staff conststincLy stated

chit implementation of the demonstration was reLativeLy simple.

1-/A factor that would hive Ca be considered tn planning a fuLL-scaLe SS_ caihouc

program would be whither hausehcLde receiving only steel SSZ suPoLamanta would
bi eLigibLe Co perttctpltl. _c_ hOUllhOLdl were included in et Lust some of

the current demonstration sites. ZF lC were desired to Limit the program to

only recipients of federal SSZ payments, cats could paten:taLLy increase cbs

coat of identifying eLigibLe households. Here than 10 percent of aLL

recipients of federaLLy-administered S.SZ payments receive only scats

supplementation. [Social SscurJt¥ 6uLLsttn, Annual Statistical SuppLement,
1960, TooLs 152.]



TA8LE [IZ.5

CASHOUTSTA.qT-UP [:_3STS

General Admtnt a-

CraCtOil_ _vern-

menC Li at.on,

:[dentlftce- or OCher

Total Computer ct on of Staff Unspeo_ ft ed

Site S Adaptations EL,tqtbLee Training Coats

Idlnneeota HA 10,000 1,889 I ,72'1 NA

Oh10 72,212 34,091 27,743 906 9,472

Oregon 36,200 30,00C b)b'/ 700 5,500

Nlm York 51,254 .%/

South

CaroLine 90 ,GOO .Il/

Utah 21 tZO9 4 f250 _'/ 9f617 13,842

Vermont 26,00S 'a/

Vt rgtnta 11 t74 SOO 1,582 28E 9,400

AVERAge - ALL

St _s 45,018

IV, = not avet LabLe.

a/
--DetaiLed coat breakdowns were not possible.

iL/These estimates ere for Chi computer adaptation and eLigtDLe household

Identification talks coeOinedt it wee not possible in Chess cases Co make aero
detailed estimates.
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TABLE III._

CASHOUT_MPLE_ENTATION_HECKL_ST

Factors to Constder

Start-Up Ac_tvtCiea and Tasks for Future Imp lemenca_ion

1. PLan and arrange for adap:a-- 1. _Jblic Aisle:anco, General Relief,

eton er development of an ar ATP issuance sar:were systems
eut_mated eyeCem _3 issue have been successfully modified
checks for calhouC, for uae in caehout check issuance.

2. _.velnp and implement procedures 2. Computerized selection cf age and

for initial and ongoing idem- progrml eligibility criteria may be
filtration of eligibles, preferable Co manuel case reviews but

Bay not be feasible if _e_atlm_ da_a
ara required. Computerized selection

appears to =e much Less costly.

3. Develop procedures for check- 3. State or county auditor or

itgntng and mailing of ceihaut trBaeuror's office may have Co be
checks, contacted to determine appropriate

check stock and signing regulations.

4. Znfo_m recipients of change 4, Several munChs of advance written

co new eyltmm, notice to participants can help
minimize changeover confusion.

5. _nform area banks cf nam 5. Identification of authorized

telumnce procedural, and representatives for pro:ac:ed

probable dates of major payees may prove helpful.
Bailings.

6. Develop procedures for issuing 8. Special plane might be made to

expedited end roplaoemen_ checks, expedite issuing sto_--peyaent
orders. States the: do not

7. _3nduc_ public relations perm i_ counties _o issue chocks

compsi gn to ensure that against state programs may nave

elderly kmow a_ouC new paynen_ to Bake special arrangements for
plane, expedited _eneftt issuance,

8. Osvelop procmduraa for chscW

reconciliation.

9, Train staff on changeover to
new procedures and casnouc

program guioaLinea.
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A raw common prcOLems occurred, Some banks were initiaLLy reluctant Co caen :_e
new checks because _.hey wars different from :he usual scats or county _L?are

department ChECkS. This was easily rEsoLved after :ha banks ware officiaLLy
assured thac the ChEcks .ere valid, Some banks ware reluctant :a cash cracks

for payees _ha _ere unaOLe Co sign them 1/1 Prior arrangements wits _anks co
cash checko aignea Oy authorized represencaCtvea wou[O have eliminated chis

pro_Lee in marc caere. Some sites solved Cna pro=Lam by raking ouc c_ec_a

dtrecCLy Cc luCnortzed representatives. Consistent guidelines on Chis issue
mould have been helpfuL.

CONCLUSZONS OvEraLL, celhOUt ecs believed by eLL of the program staff members wno were

JnCef_Jewld Co have been JmpLem_Ced successfuLLy. Cashouc procedures were
round 1;o be euy co tepLemenc and were generaLLy thought Co be LOll expEnsivl

Chon traditional tseuance procedural. RELativeLy few proOLeN related co

celhOUC were encountered during che deemneCreClan. Oucaceciontng ns alee round
Co be reLativeLy uiy Ca ImpLement. However, Oho Low volume of progrse

lppLicaCtone lC Social SecurtCy offices resulted in very Low worker productivity
under Chtl procedurm.

1'_/Thil il ncc a proeLsI with ATPI because two nameo can be placed on an ATP

card. Zn eoIC sites, ceinout chicks ara uae out to only one person.
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CHAPTER IV:

CHARACT_qISTICS OF

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

PARTICIPA_N TS

Casa records data fram each of the atght demonstration ·irma aa of approximately
tan m_ntha after the ·tart of the demonstration have Dun tabulated to cbtatn

deicrtpttve fnforaat_onl/ebout cha households that participated tn the
dieonetratton program. _ TabLe XV.1 presents data an key client

charac_art·ttce for each of the thru major target groups of the 2/
damonatratlon= $SX ·ged; non-SS[ aged; end SSZ bLtnd end dt·abLed.--

The SS! aged and the non-SSZ aged categoric· are etmtt·r wtth regard to the

distribution of the ege of the head of the household. For both group·, the

average age t· approximately 75 years, and the greatest concentration of

households t· tn the 70 to 74 years of ·ga group. However, there ere
considerable number· of households tn both younger and older age categories. =v

The SS! blind and dl·abL·d category t·, of courier considerably younger, wtth in

average age or approxtmat·Ly 50 years. ApproximateLy 27 percent of the

households tn ch1· category are headed by e person Lea· than 45 year· old; moat

of Chi other· are in categories between 45 and 64 years of age.

The majority or the households in aLL three categoric· ara headed by females.
There ia, however, eome variation in this percentage. The SS! blind and

dt·eDLed category had the L_eit percentage of tamale heeds, 67 p·rcent. The
corresponding percentages for the SS[ aged and non-SSZ aged group, were 78 and

72 percent, rupmc_tveLy.

A very lubet·nttaL proportion of eLL participant households con·tared or
only one per·on, with the percentage ranging from 94 percent among the SSZ aged

I-/See VoLume [2, Appendix 0 for · complete description of the tale records

lmpke on which thtl chapter ti baaed.

_=/The non-ssZ aged category tncLudea member· of houlahoLda enttreLy composed of

people 65 years eld or older, none of who. wire receiving SS[. The SSZ-aoid

category includes members of houlehoLde composed enttreLy of people 65 end
older, it Liait one of whoa received $S2 Income. Parsons tn houiehoLda with
Iome memeers who were und·r 65 ·nd recetved SSI tncca4 ccmprtie the third

category.

-3/ALL tabulations are wetghtad lo that the data a_e representative of the entire

population of houeahoLda that participated tn the demons=re,ton. The weighting
lactate are described in VoLu_e ZZ, Appendix O.
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TABLE TV· 1

PARTICIPANT HOUSI='HOLD_AJ_A_ZSI_CS,
BY TARGET GROUP

Non-SS! SS! BLtnd
a/

Chermc*.aristJc ;SI Aged Aqed & Oleat3Led Tol:aL --

A_e ot' Head olP HousehoLd
Lame thin 45 --% --Z 27_ 10%
45 - 54 -- -- 23 9

55 - 64 -- -- 41 16
65 - 69 25 25 5 18

70 - 74 U 29 I 16

75 - 79 21 21 1 14

aorl than 79 25 26 2 16

AVERAGE 74,7 75.0 48.9 66.3

Sex p_' Heed of' HoulehoLd
HaL· 22 29 33 29

FameL· 76 72 67 72

P_,reone tn HOUlehol. d
One 94 97 03 90

Two more than two 6 13 7 10

Rice

SLack 19 17 27 25
Whi ti 72 ilo 68 69

Other 10 3 7 5

Sroee Honthty Income b_/
IJle then 3200 S 4 6 6
1201 - 1258 24 41 58 32

1251 - 13{30 62 30 26 39

$30'1 - 1350 2 27 3 10

1351 - 1400 4 17 4 9

[dore then $400 2 10 3 5

AV!51AGE ;259.68 312.11 261,76 261.26

Groee Zncome Otvtded b_/

by Poverty Standard
0 - 25% I I -- --

26 - _% S 3 6 S

51 - 75_ 70 26 75 60

75 - 100% 23 54 17 30

101 - 1301[ I 15 1 5

> 130 -- I -- --
AV__:','_GE

0.73 0.81 0.71 0.75
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Tel_Le TV,1 (C_sncinued)

Non-SSZ SSI Olind

Cherec_eriettc ...... SSI Aged Aqed _ OieahLed Total

NIt MonthLy Income After

,Pood SCamp Program .Deducctone
$0 - 150 31 19 38 29

$51 - $100 15 13 15 15

1101 - $150 42 17 13 lB
$151 - 120O 35 22 26 2S

1209 - $300 6 24 5 12

Here than 1300 I 5 3 3

AVERAGE 69.36 130.56 77.80 122.62

Food Scamp Sene?tO Amount
110 or Leee 13 27 S 94
lli - $30 31 26 28 26

831 - 150 16 21 18 21
· 851 - t70 30 24 dA 35
Hero Chin $7_ 1 2 2 2

AVERAGE 40.02 36.62 43.69 39. B4

SampLe Stze 4,42S 3,973 4,929 16,255

NOTES=-- ma,eno Lose than 0.5.

P'/ Total column tncLudea comae which could not De cLeeeif'ted into target group

Oltlgortel blcluea of milling data,

b/ Food Stamp Progrm benefice ire ncc included in groee income,
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to 87 percent for the non-SSI ·ged, AL..ost ·LL of the remaining households

contained Cwo persona, with Less than half of I percent of aLL households having
sore than two persons.

[n each category, the target group .as predominantly white, with the exact

percentages rangtng From 66 percent f'or the SSI blind ·nd dtaebLed category to
80 percent For the non-SS[ ·ged. Hoes of the other prcgree participants sere

black, although 10 percent of the SSI ·ged category had other rectal

backgrounds. [Nettve NaerJcon. In the Utah site and Asian Aaertcena in the

Vtrgtnle stsc, which is near Washington, O.C.w made up ..uch of this group.]

The SSZ bLtnd and dtsebLed category hsd the Lamest average income distribution,

etch an ·verses grail ..onChLy 1noose of $261.76. The highest of the three

income distributions ..es for the non-SSI aged, ehich hid an average tncome of

1312.11 and wee the only category ,tth substantial numbers of households having
tnccaee in excess of 1300. This see expected because presumably the resign many

cf' these houeeho£ds ere not in the SSI-aged cst·gory ts that their inco..es ere

tn excise of the SSI ·Ltgtbt_} Lt..tie which, tn gsnereLf are LoNer then those
for the Food Stamp Proofs..

For both SSI categories, approximately three-quarters of the households tn the

ImpLe had gross tncomse that sere 75 percent or Less of offJctaL poverty
LeveLs, smd only 1 percent of households in these cetegoriea had tncomee tn

exceil cf Chi Poverty iC·nderdl. Wtthin the non-SS! sgbd category, the ..ajortty
of the aMpLe hsd tncomes between 76 end 100 percent of the poverty LeveL, and

16 percent had tncumei above the poverty cutoff LeveL.

SimiLar dtltrtbuttone can be observed For nec monthly income after Food SCalp

Progrm deductions are subtracted, each the non-SSI aged ag·tn having higher

tncoeel, on seer·ge, than persons tn the other Ceo cetegortee. The
distributions cf Food Itamp benefit Mounts also reflect these fmcs=mspatterns,

..1th the non-ssi aged category having · ·omahas LoNer beneftt mount.

distribution. Average benefit --cunts ringed from approximately 137 to $44 per
IOnth.

I/
_Sogs parians eLtgtbLe for SS! Irs not eLtgtbLi for toed stamps beceuse of

progrie differences tn tJ_s definition of e rsctptency unit. TndtvJdueLs or

·=upLel ..ay be eLtgtbLe for SSI but IneLigibLe For food scalps because they Live

in houeehcLdl etl:h other people whom tncumu or SISICI lire tn sxceas of tho
Food Stmlp PI'ogre Lt..tie,

_/[t ts nec necessarily the case Chat aLL households tn the non-ssi aged

category are IneLigibLe For SST. The avaiLabLe evidence on participation raise

tn th.. SSI progree Mcng the eLderLy suggests chat only approximately 60 percent

of eLderLy p_rions eLtgtbLe For SS! ·crueLLy participate tn that progree. [See
Ilorthtngton et eL., 1981.] Thus, there are substantial numbers of p..rsone

eLtgtbLi for SST who dc not participate, and tt ts PoastbLe that SOle of the

receive food iCa. pa end ars In ths current ample. However, many eLderLy
persons who apply For ?ood steps and ere eLtgtbLo for SSt ..ay bi referred to

the SSI progrso by Food $ta_.p Progr-- staff. Thus, it is reasonable to beLteve

that lOSt households tn the non-SSI aged category in the current sanpLe are
probably not eLigibLe For SS[.
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TabLo IV.2 presents date stmttar Co c_oee of TabLe IV.l, CaOuLaCed separeCaLy
For each o_ Cha etghc sties. WtCh regard co age and sex of the head o¢ the

houeehoLd and Co houeahoLd ,tze, the patterns for aac_ of the si_ee are, Jn

generaL, etm_Ler to those discuaaed earlier. ¢one_deraOLy greeter variation can
be observed etch regard Co the race variable, however, with :_a percentage of

the demonstration households whtcn ara .fitta ranging from g9 percent In ¥er_eon_

Cc 38 percent aC the South CaroLina at,a.

The tacoma verJabL_ also display considerable vaMaCton by atom. Because gross

income 1l not avaiLaBLe for Chrle of the stoas, Chte can perhape bmoc be amen Jn
the coattail cs on net Income. As shown in the table, average nat monthly

incomes range from e Low of 980.98 In Oregon Co a high of $160._ in Utah.

OteCrtbuCiona o¢ households by target groupe for each of the straw ara alia

shoes in TaBLe TV.2. In generaL, rheem CabuLeCtone show a roughly equal epLtC

Of houeehoLda among the three target categorteo.
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T)dBI._ _.2

PARTICZPANTHQJSEH0_ CHARACTERISTICS

BY SZTE

Charmcta ri sci c LIT SC 0R HN NY VT 014 VA Tote L

Ama of' Head of' HousehoLd
Leu r.han 45 8 HA 13 HA 14 7 10 lO I0

4 - 54 6 HA 6 HA 11 5 12 5 9

55 - 64 13 HA 16 HA 21 14 17 15 16
65 - 69 17 HA 18 HA 16 18 17 18 18

70 - 74 22 HA 19 HA 15 22 17 23 18

75 - 79 20 HA 16 HA 13 21 16 17 14

Here then 79 14 HA 12 HA I0 16 11 12 16

A¥1_IAGE 68,61 HA 65,4 HA 63 ,O 69,7 65,9 58,3 56,3

Sex of' Heed of' HoumahoLd

Hat · 29 HA 32 29 29 22 21 22 28
Fma L· 71 HA 66 72 71 72 79 76 72

Para;ns tn HousehoLd
One 69 60 89 95 94 68 94 92 90

Hors thin one 11 20 11 5 6 12 6 6 10

Reca

BLack 1 62 11 I O 32 -- 55 29 25
Vhtti 87 36 84 65 65 99 41 54 69

Other 12 -- 5 5 3 1 4 47 5

a/
6rou Honth_y Znco_e

Llel than $200 3 8 5 HA HA 2 8 HA 6

1;Z01 - 1250 30 34 31 HA HA 4 42 _A 32
$251 - 1300 4.4 37 40 HA HA 58 32 HA 39

1301 - 1350 8 6 I O HA HA 16 9 HA I0

$351 - 1400 10 12 8 HA HA 10 6 HA 9
Hera than 1400 5 5 5 HA HA 12 3 HA 5

AVERAGE 293.43 272,04 280,22 HA HA 323.12 2S9.99 HA 291,26

ReCtO of Groea _nccma _/

t.o Poverty Level
0 - 25Z 1 -- -- HA HA -- -- HA --

26 - 50% 2 4 3 HA HA 1 7 HA 5

51 - 75"4 66 75 66 HA HA 8 68 HA 60
76 - 10(_ 26 19 24 HA HA 79 20 .HA 30

101 - 130_ 5 2 6 HA IdA 12 4 HA 5

) 130 -- -- -- 1 -- --

AVERAGE 0.76 O.70 0.75 HA HA 0,86 0.73 HA O.74
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Ta=Le :_/.2 (Continued]

Cherec_ar_s_c LIT SC OR 14_ NY VT OH VA Toca_

Net MonthLy Income A¢_er

Food £=amp Program Oeducttan.
I0 - $50 10 13 48 13 21 53 2g 22 29

$51 - $100 13 23 15 12 10 S 18 21 15

li01 - 11543 16 32 10 17 14 7 16 18 16

II 51 - $200 35 11 1g 38 50 11 27 21 26

$201 - 1300 18 16 7 18 2 20 10 16 '12
More than $300 8 5 1 2 3 3 2 2 3

AVERAGE 180.42 139.Q6 80.56 150.27 139.2 2 92,18 124.28 120,73 122.52

Food Ste=p Beneftt )b41ount
$10 or Lee. 33 3 5 18 36 17 6 14 14

111 - 130 38 _!! 22 44 21 12 33 25 29

- 150 16 46 15 21 17 11 _n 31 21
151 - 170 11 23 55 16 25 56 38 26 35

Hore thin $70 -- 2 2 1 1 4 I 4 2

AVI_:_GE 24.00 40.74 46.80 30,01 31,45 50.24 41.83 4i3.27 39.84

Terget ;roup
_! Aged 34 NA 35 29 36 39 3_ 37 35
Nan-SS] Aged 32 )iA 30 33 t4 37 26 37 30
SS! 8Ltnd end

Ot,ebLed 34 NA 35 38 so 24 40 ;_ 35

S--pLe Stze 580 3658 5828 567 41_ 548 500 477 16255

NOTE:SI NA = not iYlt LIOLio

--#111e Lime _hin 0,5,

it/ Food 3_lp Progr.- benetttm ere not tncLuded tn gPOll !nco.e.
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CHAPTER V:

EFFECTS 0N NUMBER OF

TARGET _OUS_OLD

PARTICIPANTS

AnaLysts of monthly aggregate data suggests that the oaihout demonstration had,

at moat, a modest effect on participation. Ourtng the period covered by the

analysts, CAe number of participants among households eLigibLe t'or cashout

increased at the d_cnsCreCton sites by in overage of 9.5 percent. Over the

iaea period, participation increased et comparison sites by 7.0 percent. The
difference tn the two rates of increase ts not statisticaLLy significant.

When dtsaggregeCad data era ex,-tnsd, however, there ta evidence Chat the

demonstration program may have had lame effect on participation for one of the
three population target groups--the non-ss! aged category, Participation wJthtn

r.hJe category Increased by 13.2 percent at the demonstration sites during the

goudy period. The comparable change at comparison sJta8 was 4.6 percent, end
the difference between the changes at the dMionsCratton end comparison IJtil tl

stltllttCaLLy significant. Differences for the ocher Cwo target groupi ara much
miLL.r,

Thte chap_r presents details of the ralierch on which the above conclusions ara
baled. First the data that were used ere dteculeid, end then the results of the

anaLyiJl are presented.

HONTHLY ALL l'.ha st tim that petit ct paced t n the demonetractan proJ sct_eeonetrett on

PARTZCZPATZOH stoas, comparison et tam, end suppLementaL data alCan--ware required Co aubmtt
OATA monthly reports co FNS. Those reports dtaeggregatad the number of food iCa,ap

houlahoLdl eLigibLe ford_aehout tnco three groupez non-SS! aged, SST-icad, and
SST blind and disabled. ._/

Before examining results baaed on these docs, some important _tmtCatione
on the data aec should be noted. First, the data ara IncompLete because not eLL

lttla submitted deCa for aLL ionthl during the delcnltretton period. To the

extent possible, data Chit cover the tPtrit twelve mcnChi of the demonstration

period et each ettl were uead tn the analysis, However, only data for shorter

periods wire svii LibLi for ISle Ii tel and theme were Wilds when necelsery.

Perhe!_l more important ti ghat some of the data may be tnaccurete. Zt
mas tlpoaetbLe for _ IndependentLy to varify the accuracy o_ tho date.

1/
'_Tha non-SSI aged category includes aeml_lre or households entirely composed of
people 65 years old or older, none of whom were receiving SSZ. The SSZ-eged

i category includes members Of houlahoLdl compoled entirely of people 65 and
:ti older, it Least one of whoa received SSZ income. Persona tn households etch
I moat umbers who were under 65 and recatvad SSZ income comprt at the Chtrd

category.
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Soma mites amy have inadvertently supplied incorrect data. In particular, es
discussed in VoLmoe II, Appendix G, there are a numher of instances w_ere the

data reported by _a alcoa appear to be internaLLy inconsistent ancL/or .here the

reported numbers suggest extremely untt katy caseload fluctuations. Aa described

ears tuLLy tn that appandixt data have been adjusted or eliminated From Cna

analysis whenever they cLearLy appeared _o be erroneous. However, Lass obvious

errors may stiLL remain.

To a substantial dagreet errors tn individual atte reports may offset one

another when averaged ICrOll at tie. OveraLl, thereforst despite the Limitations
noted above, the pectate that emerged from analysis of these date

are tn aLL LikeLihood indicative of the effects of caihout on participation.

OV_ALL CHANGES TabLe V.1 ihOWl the changes in household participation Chat occurred during the

ZN PARTIC_PA- analysis period at each of She demonstration si Cas. The number of households

TION perttctpottng tn the Food Stamp Ssi/ELderly Cashcut Omionstrstion tncreued at

each of the eight ii tee. However, the percentage changes varied substantially

along et tea, from a high of 17.1 percent it the Minnesota at ts, co s Low of 2.3
percent tn Oregon.

There ese also considerable variation tn participation chengo, among =ha three

target groups. Although the relative patterns of changes among the three

cetegoriel vetted ?Poe iici to lite, there Iai lama tendency for the chang to

be Lowest tn the SSZ-igod category which hsd Cha emsLLsst average change. _-_

Because Food SCamp Program caemLomda in general ware ri atng during the

evaluation period, it mould bm incorrect to att_._buts aLL of the observed
changes in participation to the demonstration. - It tm therefore or

interlet to compare average changes it the dNonetritton lites math those
observed at comparison end lUppLemsntal iitsi. OetS on average pmrttctpatton

changes st the demonstration, colperieon, and suppLementaL data iital are
presented tn TabLe V.2. merrill tn the CabLe ere average percentage changes.

The average change tn overaLL participation at the demonstration atoll lis g.5

percent. The reported changes for the comparison and suppLementaL sites,

reipectiveLyt were 7.0 percent and -1.5 percent. As shoen tn the Last tea

columns of the tablet tf the demonstration aires are compared only wtCh the
compertl_n litter the estimated nsc effect of the demonstration is a 2.5 percent

1-/ The reLativeLy mmlLLsr rim in program participation of the SSI aged group

compared with the SSZ blind and disabled group ti consistent mi th national data

which show Chit tho itZl of _he fsdereLLy-scblintatered SSX aged caseload

decreased by approxta_mteLy 3 percent during the period May 1980 through April
19_1t while the S$! blind and disabled ceMLoad role by 1.4 percent. [Social
Secure ty BuLLetin, September 1980 and August 1981 ]. Zt lhouLd be noted tn Chit

regard that during chi period, no major changes wire made tn eligibility
standards for either the Food Steep Program or Chi SSI program, except

adjustments ?or inflation.

_/ The overall national ceemLomd tncreeled by approximately 9 percent from 7.7

million households in May 1980 Co 8.4 miLLion households in April 1981.
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TABLE V.1

PERCENTAGECHANGESIN PA_qT_CIPAT_ON

AT DE)_)NST_AT[ON STTES

SS[

Blind ind

StOa Non-SS[ Aged SS[ Aged OtaabLed Total

V_raonC 20.SZ 11 ,SZ 9,0Z 14.0'_

14tnneaoca 8.3 17.7 25 .ii 17 ,I

Vtrgtnle 10.8 19,9 8.3 13.3

Ormgan 2.9 -2.5 il,O 2.3

Nlm York 17.2 2.9 3.7 5.3

Soul:hC4roLtne 24,1 7.4 14.8 12,8

Ohta 5.1 -4.4 12.1 4,8

U_;ah 1$ .il -3 o8 10.2 7 o0

AVEP.ASE 13.2 6,1 11.2 g.5
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TAaLE V.2

AVERAGEPI_qTAGE CHANGES'tN PA,qTZI:;IPAT]:0H

AT OE)4ONSTRATIDNSZTES COMPAREDW:TH COHPAR[SONS_'iES

Ot _ferencee

SUppLe- Deeonetr att on Ouonetretl on

Oelon-- CMIpl_ SuppLe" mental & vs. vi. Coepartaon

e:rett on t eon lintel C4mpeM son Colpert eon and SuppLe-

Still Still 5t 1=es C_31Otned Sttee mental ComDtned

0yeti LL Chengee g ._[ 7.0_ --I .6Z ;3.8_, 2 .b"Z 5· 7",1{
(o.7) ('_.si

By Participant CaLiBer 7

Non-SSZ Aged 13.2 4.6 -5.0 1.5 8.8 e 11.7"
[2.3] [3.3]

SSZ Aged 6.1 5.g -..E,1 1.5 0,2. 4.7
[o._] [l._)

SS! BLind end 11.2 14.2 3.5 _11.2 -3.0 0.05
ot eebted (0.4) [ .01)

SJU_I.E SZZE 8 8 B 8 6 8

NOTES= AblOLUtl veLull of t ItlttlttCl 111 Ihown tn paten[becel, t viLuea ere bes41d on variance.
ecroee the et ght uti of et tee.

AItartekl tndtcata entrtee ere ltettlttcaLLy etgntlrtcantLy different from zero uetng a .05
Level _o-tetLed teat.

En_rtee ire belied on IVIrl]ll Of table Intrtil II Ihown tn VoLume ZZ_ Appendix TebLee 6.4
_hrough G.7.

For dlnlonetre:lon it:il eJt]l rio luppLelen:eL data alta, the coeperteon alta dace mere ueed
tn C.mlputtn 6 the "euppL,,-entlL end co-,pertlon .'lie comOtned" coLu.ml.
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incraau tn participation; it' both comparison and 8uppLeeentaL sites ars
included tn the reference group, the estimated net effec_ Is 5.7 percent.

Netther of Chase estimated nec effects ts statistiCaLLy significant.

The esttmata baaed on only Chi compariann sties lay be the sore accurate. This

ts true for bo reasons. First, es diecusmd in chapter II, Cbs comparison

lites gars more cLoseLy matched _tth Chi demonstration sties. Second da



C_APTER VI:

_TIMATED FOOD STAMP

PROGRAM PARTICIPATZON RATES

%n ailSmltng the results rlparCmd tn the prevtoua chapter, tt ts important co
consider participation retie in the program among aLtgtbte target population

houamhaLda. Given the reLativeLy modest affects of the dmianUratton on

aggregate LeveLs of pertictpmtion, a kay quiltlon in thts regard i s whether

there sera many eLigibLe houuhoLda who might have /otnad :he program during the
damenat.tion buC did nec do so.

To Imswmr this qua_KJon, this chapter draws on survey data coLLected from

eLderLy households at three pairs of demonstration/comparison sites. The
overaLL oonOLUltO/I frei the IneLyeJe ts that there are very substantial numbers

of eLigibLe nonparticipants it these lites. Parttctpetton rates among eLtGtbLa

eLderLy houlehoLda approxaulteLy nine months after the star% of the demonstra-

tion Ire estimated to range among the attae from 29 percent to 60 percent.

The survey on whtch the IneLylts ia based end the seCts,iCed eLigibiLity rates
ira dJenuelid below.

OESC3_ZPTZONOF The survey conducted for The evaluation was deatgned ca obtain date from program

SURVEY plrttotpdnts end eLigibLe non.perCtotpenta wtth which to examine several
different evaluation tsiuii including.' (1] program participation rates; (2]

rfieane for nonperttctpetton; [3] program effects on food expenditures and
dietary intake; and [4] houilhoLd attitudes toward cashout. [ReluLca wtth

regard to The ftrK of' Chile questions are dtacueamd below. Ftndtnge regarding

the other quiltto(sl irm presented in subsequent chapters.]

Because no sample flame of sttgtbLe nonparticipants ail avaiLIbLa for the

survey, it Iii necessary to obtltn a aalpLa of aLL eLderLy households at the
survey eJtsi and _him torten out those households with tncomse end/or iSletS in

excise Of The Food Sa:ampProgram eLigibiLity Limits. Paffomtng Chis work
of.f.JctentLy mtthtn Chi oonitraJnta of the avaiLabLe resources required a complex

survey deitgn, Chat tncLudad both a stratified sample and a mixed-mode data
coLLlotton approach. Thta approlch included maiL, telephoner and tn-person

survey methods.

Thte leOtion presence em overview of the survey and dtacue#s i number of

Limitations Chat mumt be kept tn mtnd shin Interpreting the survey data. A felt

dilcrJptton of. the o_lrattonaL aspects of. the lurYey, including data coLLection
tnKrulentsf ta presented in VoLume ]:ZZ: of thte report.

Overvtem of' The survey mae conducted during .June through October 1981 aC the Hem York, 5_u:_]_
Survey CaroLina, end Oregon demonstration at tie and aC Chair paired coeper_son al tm,

l/

The demonstration had chug been tn operation far ac Least nine months at each

atto by the Ctlm ct Chi lurvey.

I/
_' OnLy parco of' the SouTh CaroLina end Oregon sigma were included tn the
aurvly,
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Reepondenta .are drawn ?rom two sample ?remea= [9] parsons 55 years old or

older who ware on the Social Security Administration Master Beneficiary Record

[HER] ?tLs. which tncLudas eLL parsons .ho ha_ Social Security nm"berm ancb/or
receive _!edtcara or $ccia_ Sacurit¥ benefice;-- end (2) persona 65 years old or

older who were on the Social Security Administration SuppLementaL Security

Record [SSR] FiLet which tncLud_ data on parsons receiving SuppLementaL
Security Income [SSI] benafl_.-

8acauu the relevant sampling unit rot much of the analyst, was the household

rather than the tndtvtdusLf att--pti .ers made m.tthtn each la"pLa to tCanttfy
Instances ,here more then one member of the see, household hsd been dr,mn tnto

the aMpLe. When much oases lira Identified. only one household me"bmr wes

re,lined tn the es"pLa. Zn addition, persons tn the SSR sample were eliminated
from the HER me"pLa.

SampLes were drain fro. each of the trna se"pLa frames. ALthough the i--pLea

oars rando.t probabilities of selection varied acrosl households because of the

foLLowing three lactate. [1 } housahoLda wtth more than one ember E5 years old

or older hsd higher probahtLtttaa of leLactton then did households wtch _ky one
ouch la"bart because She MBR frame Ltmts persona rather _han households;

[2) parish, receiving SS_ were oversMpked because tt mai anttctps.tsd _hi_ thl
SSR ,ampLe frame. ,ouLd be an efficient one fro. ehtch to tdsnttfy Food Stamp

Program aLtgtbL, persons; and [3] umpLa lllbarl with LocatlbLs telephone

nm.berm ,are ovsrsempLed in order to keep survey coifs et_htn acceptable
bounds.

Bicsuls of resource LJlttattonit only the two eLderLy target group categoriem
for chi ceihout damonatrstton ware included tn the survey. The SS! bLtnd and

dtisbLed category was not tncLuded_ and housihoLds that tncLudid lambers under

$5 years old were therefore screened out of Chi sample during the lUrvly work.

Xn order to control tntsrYtewtng coster aMpLe me"bari from th, HER rile sera
eltLsd e short screening questionnaire to obtain data ,1th ,hiGh to make In

approximate dsterlinetton cf Food S_m.p Program eLigibiLity. OnLy households

cLsirL_/tnsLigtbLe for food itl, pa sera eliminated from the survey at this
potnt. '_ HouashoLda that peaced thtm rough screening test and a subsempLa of

thee" that did not re"pond to the mail survey wire contacted by MPR tntarYtemars

I--/It tl aSttlHItsd that this rile contains the name, of moro then gE percent of

aLL Alartcans over E4 years old [Worthington st IL. 1981].

_/Appandtx A dascrtbsa the aempLtng in detaiL, including Ch, metghttng lictors

that ware used to tsbuLstl the lUrYey data tn order to correct for _nsqusL
probabilities of selection.

_/EYsn choughf ss described tn the tsx_t only one member of any gtYan household
lie retained In the sample, the fact that a household had muLtipLe mambarm tn

the lempLs frame stiLL tncrea&ed tta probability of selection. Thtt ii
dilCusead in VoLume Iii Appendix A.

_/StngLe-person housshoLda were ILtmtnsted tf they hsd groom monthly incomes in

excess or 11 fO00 end/or assail tn excess Of $4.000. The comparable Ltmtt, for
imm-parson hcuaahoLde ,ere 11f250 end $4.OGO.
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and questioned about household compost,lan, household tncome_ and ex;er!encee

etch and attitudes tow_d the _ood SCalp Program, Interviews ware conducCeo by
phone, where DoietbLe.'_ However, In--person Interviews were conducted etch

reapenden_l who dtd not have Listed phone numbers,

ELigibiLity for the Food Stamp Program was settle,sd on the beets of household

c,Oml_Oettton decs, data on isa. eCs, and dace on income and expanses whtch can Be
deducted in computing nat income for program purposes, Tn order to maxtmtze the

Icourecy of Chi tntlrVtlw data by focusing on 1noose actuaLLy received, '.he

tnc_ee qusettone centered principaLLy on income tn chi month prior to the

8ur_ay. However, for income categories in which incomm wee received in _,he

prevtooa month, ralpondentl were eLI.3 sewed about expected income in :ha coming
month. To Take account o? the prospective nature or the de?Intclon of income

used tn the F'-aadStamp Program, the household eLigibiLity csLcuLattons for C.he

InlLyutl used the data on pr_us month's tncome, modified by any expected
chengee tn the coming ionch, _''_ _

Zmporcsnt Survey ALL household survey data ere eubJict to error, end thts ,ay be particuLarLy
Data Limits,toes trus of date coLLected tree eLderLy respondents, many or who,. Isy have

parttcuLsr difficulty r, apandtng Cc financial queettonl. It ts tlporcsntf
therefore, that the pecsnttiL Ltmtcsttone of the date be conetCersd when

Interpreting the rseuLcs o¢ the lur_ey.

One potentiaLLy eertoue type of error tn the decs ts underreportlng of income.

Zt ii ,/eLL _lmln that tncoma tends to be significantly undorrsported tn
household surveys. Thtl CouLd crelte perttcuter probLe, l for the current

sneLyatl, beceuse tt ti peiltbLs chit, because of' underrepcrttng of income, some

IneLigibLe houeehcLdl have been cLaeet¢tsd aa eLigibLe on the basts of the
lurYay docs. This, tn turnf could btle cettmeted participation retie downllrd

beclule any IneLigibLe houlehoLde that have been IncorrectLy classified el

IJ'Aa described tn VoLume ZZX. m Large precsit see conducted prtor Co the main

lurvey to decsmtne whether telephone Interviewing would be fseetbLet gtvsn the
age of the respondent pepuLetton. Zt lea found durtng the pretest Chit, tn

genereL_ it wee poeltbLl to conduc_ the tn_er"_dew over the phone, However, aa

dalcrtbed tn VoLume _XZ, the pracsat sx13ertence roeuLcsd tn _he adoptton of ·

number or eplctsL lurviy procedureaf such es the uae of telephone sound
elpL_tlus_ton devices, _o ensure the lucclel o_ _he tn_e_v_emtng.

'_d/Thts procedure ti an epproxtMtton of' the sctusL food stamp rlguLsClonu, which

tn principle requtre the ual of' ILL tn_onletton an tnGOme through the entire

certification period. Limitations on survey Length lido tC Jlpcis_bLe Co tuLLy
replicate the Information riqutrad by the regulations. _n view o_ the
reLsttveLy IClbLe tnoc,.el of the eLderLy persons who were eurYeyld_ however, tt

ti rleconebLe 1:o beLteve chit the:procedures used resulted tn s good

approximation of the proipecttve tnccee concept tn the regulations. The exact

lichodl used to caLcuLate houeehoL_d tncome _rom the survey date ara delcrtbed tn

VoLume ZZ, Appandtx F. _i
i

_JFor i lUbaMipLi Of rse_ndente, the survey alee coLLected dltl on tncoms tn
the previous year tn order to conduct s methodoLogicaL study of lechers that ere

currently used to mike ne,tonaL es, tiaras of' Food Stamp Program eLigibiLity and
participation retie (ese _nepter X].
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eLigibLe Irl not, of courser program participants and chum ara counted se

eLtgtbLe nonparticipants in the participation race CabuLactone.

Evidence with regard to passible tnCall ltoreporCtng tn Che survey dace Js
examined tn VaLmac I:]:t Appendix K, where matched survey and case recorde data

are coopered for a lempLe of Che food scamp perttctpenCe, Aa discussed in Chic

appendtxv there to conetdareioLe variation in individual cases beCxeen income
reparted tn the iuryay and income aa reparced in case recarde, end _here 1o

evidence Chic average tncoeee .ay be somewhat underreporced In the murray data.

Xamever, in pert because umderreporttng to partiaLLy offset by overrmporttng,
the overage nec amount of underreportJng es campered with case records data

appears Co be reLativeLy seaLL, with the dtecrepency in grose monthly income

being Lie. Chon $13.

Thte deal neC, of caurse, prove ChaC_ on average! there wee no underraporCtng in

the ourvey. ZC te quite poeetbLl Chat Chore wes underraporctng tn bach dice

Iourcae, NevertheLaea, Chi results of Chi matched analysis do ouggeet cheat on

average, the tncoee LeveLs found in Chi lurvey ere similar Co Chase Chic would

be obCatned during Food Stamp Program eLigibiLity tnter_teml. Thul, tt ii
reilonibLe Co beLteYa that the eeCtmiCed participation rical presented in Chtl

chapter are ItlJLer co those Chat would have been obCetned tf the eLigibiLity
caLcuLations hod actuaLLy been lade durtng client tnterYte_e etch program
ICOCf.

Another potential difficulty etch the decal which could effect Che pertt ct piti on
icaLylto, ti underraporttng of Food Scamp Program participation. Evtdenca from

enllLyltl of Chi 1979 banal data coLLected roe the Zncoae Survey OeveLapuenC

Progrse [ZSOP] iUggilCl Chit houlehoLd lurvey reepandancs have e tendency to
underreport participation tn Chi program Ilea Czej_l, 1981]. Thto ii ·

potential problem for the current enaLyitl because tt could cLearLy Lead Co
underalttlltil of participation retie, Xn order Co minimize Chtl problem, the

lanai of aLL haueihaLda cLnet_tad in the iurvey as aLtgtbLa nanperttctpenCe

mere compared .iCh program cam retards Listings. Apparent latches were found

for opproxtletaLy 8 percent of Chsee camel. Thole cosec mere receded tn the

lurviy data el participants. Zt ti LikeLy Chat SOUl additional underreporClng

of participation rametne, particuLarLy for luLtt-person households where the

person IhOll rwie ti tn Chi md S_elp Progrse case rec_rdl lay bi dtCforent
frs the sample lamber. Hawaverf the amount of the remaining undirreparClng il

probably quite eaaLL, given Chi Low incidence of ioLCt-pereon houlehoLda in Chi
IMpLi.

A Chard Limitation which ahauLd be kept in mind when interpreting the our_ay

dice concerns the reeponse retie far Chi lurvey. Tho overaLL reiponle rite for
Chi phone/tn-person survey wal approxileCeLy 85 percanc, end ltlm nonreiponse on

kay income and iomega questions further reduced the maple otzei avaiLabLe far

Ibicifta IIHCtl 0f the eneLyotl. Furthermore, se diocuesed tn the nonreipanie

onlLyetl prmelncad in VoLume _S, Appendix B, there ts evidance that the survey

relpandenco differed oameu_lc from nonraspondince. The MaR sample respondents

were about half i year younger end Chetr IonChLy Social Security benefice were

about $19 [about 8 percent of average beneftCl] Lamer chon Chose of MaR

nonrmapandenceo The SSa maple respondents .ere one year younger end their

monthly SSS payments were S_ Lower [approximateLy 2 percent of average peylencl)
Chin Chose of _ nonreapondanci.
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Befoul. of _ha Large simple sizes involved, -,he differences for '.he _R sample

end --hit for age tn '.he SiR sample are sta--laticaLLy significant. However, :ney
are qutts SmeLL _n eib"sLuts value. The analysts a? ?actors associated w_th

program pirttoepetton preuntad Later In thJa report Ieee Chapter VZZ] suggests
that program participation retie ere InverseLy related Co both income and age.

Thug, Chi htgher _R responam rates for households which have Lower lncamew and

are younger may --and CO blaa eittmited participation retie u;mard somewhat.
However, SeVin _he reLativeLy smeLL e_zes of the differences between respondents

and nonreepondenCl, it.to LtkaLy Chat th1. btam, 1? tt axlete et aLL, ta

reLativeLy emmLL.

FinaLLy, tt should be recognized t.hat, es with aLL survey data bases, many

Idtttng dictalonl have been requtrid tn prapeMng the dace Far analysts..Edtt
rings checYul, for tnecencs_ were 1ego"md on key variable, iuch al the houlehoLd

expeneei that can be deducted tn computing Food Stamp Program nsc 1noose. Zcame

wt1_1 valuta Chat exceeded I_ct?ted upper bound, were Created aa wtiitng.

SimiLarLy, aampLa ?rams and/or camm records data were used To check cirCetn kay
dste 1tame, Ind deal lore receded when tncanetitanctel iuggeatld theC doing ac

wis ipproprtitl. Certain obvious interviewer recording effort /ire alto

corrected, Zn addition, respondents were dropped ?rom apectftc companenCl of

fJll IneLyltl I? dial on key vertibLel were itlitng. Edtttng deotltanl are
delcrtbid In decatL tn VoLume ZZ, Appendix F. To our knowledge, none of them

hal lubitintteLLy effected the reluLtl of the eniLylte,

In lUIleryf thl lurvey dial Ire lubJact To IiYiraL ttmt_mttane Chic mums be kept
tn mind when interpreting tho data. As dtecusmmd above, howeVlrp Jt ti

rlilOnlbLa tc beLtevt Chits diopter _hsie potential prabLamet the rasuLtl of the

murray provide reilonibLy accurate tn?omecton about --he re, arch queatlonl
bet ng eddraamed.

JeqOigFIAN Participation riCll t.hiC hive been eICtmeCed uatng aurvey dice ere reported
PJGeTZCZPATZON belows taLLowed by I dtaoueiJon of differences tn eittmatad retie between

RATES damon,ar,alan itt. It and _.heJr corrsepondtng Goings,lion e_t.el. F_neLLyg i number

of conclusions ?rrna the aneLysta ara aum, arizad.

Participation TabLe VZ.1 lalrJZil elttlll,-id participation racet among aLlgtbLe eLderLy

Rate Estimates hOUlehoLdl lC the IiX lUrVly lites. BICIUII participation retie ware found Cc
be very dt?re,-enC depending on whether respondents received SSZ 1noose, asperses

flail are rlportld for SST rectplenta end tar houlehOLdl not rlcetvlng SST.

Ag Ihown tn Chi ?1ret roe of the CabLe, Food Scamp Program participation rites
among eLtgtbLe houlehoLchi who reoetve SSZ range between .64 co .84, itch aLL _ut

one of t_le ra_,sl bltng above .70. Participation among non-SS] hoummhoLdl tl

leCtmlted to bo much Lower, utah estimated rates rangtng ?rom .17 co .37 {Flow
2].

OYIriLL pirttctpltlon fetal iggriglCed scroll tho SST and non-SSt household

citegortmm ere dtlpLeysd in Rote g cf the cobLa. _JleenctsLty, their are weighcia
iviregil of Chi retie for the Cwo groupa, wt_h the wetghCs depending on the

numberl of e.LIgtbLe houlihoLdl tn seca, group, The aiCimeited overaLL participa-

tion retie range ?ram a Low a? .29 at --he hew Yeti( _QmpertsQn atto Co ahtgh of
.60 is the South CeroLtnl compertann alta.
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TABLE VI.1

PARTICIPATION RATE ESTZHATE9
(8tande.'_ rrrora ere in Paranthoeee}

Sout_ So-uth Or-aeon brogan
New York New York CaroLina CaroLina Demonstration Comparison

Oemonetratlon Cemparieon Demonetrotion Comperteon Site [Huitnumah Site [Lone
· Bite [Honroa Site Site Stte County_ County,
County, lnotud- (ALbany (2 rural [2 rural IncLuding tnctudfn_
lng Rncheeter] County] countlee] counties} Per,Land] Eugene/_

1. Partloipatlon rata far .64 .64 .78 .82 .75 .72
SSI raolplantm [.05] (.06J [.04J [.04} (.05} [.05J

2. Participation rote for .35 .17 .37 .36 .33 .e7
non-aS! houeehoLde [.08] [.06] [.04] [.06] (.06] [.04]

3. Number or rood etemp participating 1,493 522 794 591 1,299 960
houeehoide among 86! reotptente

4. Number o( food etemp particl- 634 44_6 308 3_ 1,532 _4
paling houeehoLda among
non-SS! hnuaehoLde

I%)

5. Total Food Stamp Program
pa r ti ct ponte 2,127 068 1,019 B30 2,839 1,624

6. Number of food atemp eLigibLe 1,777 816 803 721 1,731 1,333
hnuaehoLdo among 86! reolplente

7. Number of fond stamp eLigibLe !lQ!! _,624 627 664 46.=t._242 3,200
houeehotde among non-SSI houaehoLde

8. Total food atemp eLigibLe 3,569 3,440 1,730 1,365 9,373 4,533
houeahoLda

8. OveraLL participation rata .59 .99 .sa .89 .44 .40
[ .07 ) { .07 ) [ .04 i ( .041 ( .06 } ( .05 i

Gan nntao In VoLume IX, Appendix ii for derivation of table antrlaa_



The variation among St*.lUl tn the overaLL rates reflects both differences In '.ha
patriot;etlon rates within the $S: end nan--eSl categories and also differences

tn the proportions of aLL eLigibLe households between the SSI and non-sSl

catllgorias. _n generaL, chll sites with *.ne highellt overaLL pertlct;atlon rates,

the Nee York demonlltratlon it,ll and the Cwo South CaroLine sites, :and to have

reLativeLy high participation rates w.tthln each category and alas tend to have

rsLlltlveLy htgh proportions of eLigibLe hcueeholdll within the SSI category.

Cqrrsn_ nattonllL llottmlltlls of' the Food St_mp Program participation nato for the

llLderLy plaice it st 8pproxtaatllLy §O percent. Becllu88e tt t8 v.ry LtkaLy that

there tel con81dersbLe 'vlrilltton tn rates by LocaLt:y underlying the average
nllttoneL rlltll, the eLigibiLity estimates presented t,1 TabLe V%.1 appear, for the

lOSt part t to bi COnlilll;llnt ltth tile national llsttmates. Hmfllver, cwo aspects
of' the currant eettmltlls mllrrent further discussions the estimated _lfferancell

bsbeen the _S! and nofi-_X groups; end the reLativeLy vary Low rate oOsarved
' for the N_ York c_pllrtson eltra.

Thllrll llrll II nuuber of polatbLa reellon8 for the Lower elltimated Food Stamp

Progr-- participation rates for non-ss! households all coopered wtth SSI:

rlotpillfit8. One i8 1:he1; income and assets L_a)ttll generaLLy are Lower for the
SSI progres than for tho Food Stamp PrQgres."/ All s result, tho households tn
the 98Z category have Lower leverage grams incomes (rJ12 all compsrlld etch S355]. '%/

·Thta means that they lire LikeLy to be more in need of food steep lleatitanca,

which could be expectlld to rtuuLt tn higher participation ratllll. Tho probit

relluLts presented Llltllr In thts chapter imply that participation rates are
substantiaLLy htgher for houllehoLcl, etth reLativeLy Lower tncomea.

Another pollstbLe reason for the htgh Food Steep Progres participation rata among
SS! rllciptents may tM referreLll hstueen prcgresll. Zt la poalltbLe Chat eLderLy

Food Stamp Program participants ally frequently be reforrecr by progres staff to

the SSI progres and that, llimtLarLy, SSI recipients may be referred to the Food
Steep Progres.

Tho LOWelltielltsd perttciplltton rll_llll for the New York coepertson sits, ALbany

County, are somewhat puzzling. C:hereccarJstlc8 of the sample CouLd partiaLLy

1-/Exac_ tncooll Limits for chll SOX progr-- dllpend on _hll sources of income

received. Houavllr, support LeveLs under SS! generaLLy lire quits Low. Am of
JuLy 1, 1981 the maximum flldorsL SSZ peymentl were 1254.70 for an individual and

13aT.00 for , couple. Mllxtaum additional state SSI supplementation mounts were

1_3.21 for an Individual and 179.48 for a couple tn Nlm York; S12.00 and SlO,OO,

respectively, tn Oregon; lind zero in South CaroLine. The nsc tncoma Ctwtts for

Food Scamp Program ilLegibiLity aa of that deco were 13Sg for an Individual and
t474 for a couple.

_/Zt tls not, of cournlf the Call chest aLL _ueehoLd8 tn the non-SSI category tn

the :llbuLattnnll have incomes abOVe the SSI cutoff LaveLll, Research reported by

Worthington, et aL., [1981] llugglitl that the SS_ participation race among

eLderLy houellhoLdll eLigibLes for SST may be all Low la approximately 60 percent.

Thus, there ere probably lublltantlaL nuuOera cf houe.shoLds with quite Low
incomes in the non-SSi portion of :ha current tabulations. NevertheLess,

average tncoee LeveLs are sublltsnttllLLy Lower among the SSI houllehoLds eLigtbLa

fcc the Food Stamp Progri Chon among the non-SSI group.
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expLatn the d_ferenca, because households tn ALbany have reLativeLy htgh
tnc_e LeveLs'_ end, aa discussed tn the next chapter, tncoma tends Co be

negatively saanctsted etch participation. However, ae discussed in Ch· next

chapter, even after uatng probtt to control for the eCl'acts of. household

characteristics, the estimated rata· for the ALbany mttm rmmtn reLativeLy Low.
Wa are not aware of any special feature of ALbany County that could account for

Chela Low races. Hew·vet, the fact that the estimated rets8 for ALbany -re

substantiaLLy Lower far both the SSZ and the nora-SST groups suggests that
s_ethtng other than Just .wpLtng error fi InvoLved. Zt may be worth noting

that, as discus·ed In VoLume ZZZ of thta report, ALbany eel Ch· only survey etta

ehera there was organized apposition to the survey fr_. eLderLy groups, and
reaponl, i races wart sul_ecenttaLLy Lower far ALbany than for the ocher ftys

accel. Thugs tC ti poaetbLe thac nonreaponse btae lay account for at LaakC parc

o_' the abler"wed differences baceeen ALbany and the other areas. The reason why

hlgher nonraaponee could Lead Co Chts result, however, to nec clear.

Differences tn For tee of the dmoneCretton/compmrteon patti of sties tn TabLe VI.I, the

Eattiacad ParC1- estimated parctctpetton rates ara htgher for the demonstration ette than
ctpetton Races for the corresponding cOWplrtlQn atte. Thta ta true for the New York atilt

Between Oeeom- [en overaLL eett,,eced perttctpetfion race of .59 at the daeonatret4on stce al
lCratton and coopered with .29 at the coepertion aJta] and for the Oregon stcel [recel of

Comparison Sites .44 as coepered wtth .40].

Tlkln by thNleLvaa, Chela differences etghC suggest that the delonaCraCtan

program hsd substantial effects on participation along tho eLderLy households
included tn the survey. Xowaverm these dtffarencal should be exaeJned tr Light

of' the aggregate dace on changes tn program participation discussed tn the

previous chapter. TabLe VT.2 displays percentage changes tn participation at

the demonltratton and Gompertion survey sties durtng the avaLultton period,
baled on the program data described tn Chapter V.

AC the New York dmaonatratton atce, the total number of eLderLy target
population perCtctpenta raga by 6.9 percent during Chi evaluation period. This

wee only eLtghtLy lore than the 5.7 percent rtae reported at the Nsc York

compertion lice. Zn Oregon t the dilonetriCton atce had eLeoIC no change tn the
number of eLderLy target population parttctpenCat eht Le the corresponding toceL

for the compertann atce dropped by 3.1 percent. Of' the three petre of a_rvey
attel_ only at the South CaroLine atria was there a aubicenttaLLy Larger
raperCed tnoreaam tn participation et the di, ionlCratton lJta thin it the

compartlon atto. ZnceraaCtngLyf thta lo the only peer of' aJtel where Chi
participation PlClI eaCteulced from the ·urvay data do not show delonetrstton

· 1 iL/cowper1 ann et Ce dt flat·ntis.

Tn Ltght of' Chase aggregate participation dsca, lC seems unLikeLy Chac Ch,ire

were very substantial program-Induced changes tn participation rsce· ac C_ie New

York and Oregon etcea durtng the demonstration parted. Thtl suggests cha: the

differences tn participation races round tn the survey are etcher due Co

q-/See tabulations by ·1Ca In VoLume zZ, Appendtx E.
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TABLE VI.2

PE]:ICEHTAGECHANGESZN R_::K)RTEDPN:IT_C:PAT_ON
Iv

B'! TIlE ELDERLY DURZNGDE_3NS'T]:LATZON""

Two 6roups

,, Non-.S_Z Aged SSI Aged ComDtned

Hew York Oaanons=r,tton Survey 17._ 2.9_, 8._

Stts

New York Comparison Survey 56._ -15.7' ¥ 5.7

6t ti

South CaroLtne Dewonstratt on 14.8 8,5 10.3

SurYe_ St ti

south CaroLtn_ coepir4ion -0.4 -3.6 -2.7

Survey St ta

Oregon Omonatrstton Survey 5.1 -4._. -(3.1
6t ts

Oregon Comparison Sur_tsy Stte -10.6 2.9 -3.1

J/DaCe Iourcel are described tn VoL,-,e ZZ, Appendtx 6.

b-/Tho New York compartlon stta experienced conildaral=Ls dtff'touLty

luppLytng perttotpetton data dtuggreglted by psrtt ct pan: category. Zt tl
possible that the apparently _ergi fluctuations In tndtv4dueL c4tegortes
reflect errors tn Chi data.
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eampLtng error or were preeen_ prt or _9 chi _amcnecre_ton and ere due to factors
,_/other than the d_ona_retton t teeLf,

CincLu. tcne There ippeer to he very substantial numbers of ILtglbLI nonparticipants among
eLderLy households aC each of the survey stcee. Estimated participation rates

a, ong eLtgtbLe houeehoLdo composed of persona more than 84 years old range from

.29 to .EO. Theme estimates should bm regarded aa Lower bounds of the true

participation recel because they ers iubJect to downward htai dui Co
undirreporttng of tnco. e and program participation. However, the iYiJLIbLa

avtdlncs euggsetl Chit even tn Light of cheu potential bt eetng factors, chi

eI_tBaCid ratal ere probaOLy approxtwataLy correc_ for mcat of the etcel. For

_1o of Chi pairs of lurvsy attic, chi demonstration sites had htgher
participation rets. then dtd tho corresponding ccwpertaon Ileal. However_ when

Chi dace are exaBtnid tn conjunction wtch program data on changes tn

participation at Chili iitei during the evaLcatton pertod, tt appears that chi

differences tn chi participation fatal found tn the iurYey are, tn eLL
LikeLihood, LargeLy due to eampLtng error or to underlying differences among the

iitil riCher '.hen betng due to the demonstration program.

4/
_'Nore formaLLy, chi aggregate dace suggest th.t the numerators of the

participation retie aC Chi Itce_--t.a., LeYiLI Of participation--did not change

lUbltantiiLLy during the evaluation period. Thus, unLiu the danmltnetore--
· t.e., the total numbers of eLIgibLe; ;hanged, tc cee bi concluded that Chi

participation retie dtd not change eubitanttaLLy durtng the pirtod. EYen though
Chi lurvey Ill undertaken after the demonstration program hid been In effect for

a year, tt ta LtkiLy Chic any major dtffirencel between stria tn participation
retie Chat exalted prtor to the deeonitrltton would IttLL have been prelanT it

Chi ttme of the survey. Thtl ti particuLarLy chi ceil, Style the avtdance frei

the program rec_rdl data dtacullad tn Chapter V Chit the deecns_ratton had

reLativeLy Limited tW_lC_l on participation et Chi lurvey lttel. Z_ IhouLd bi

noted chss differences Chat axtlted between lttli prtor to Chi damonstraclon

would not hive effeo_id Chi InaLyltl of Chi program rtcordl dlta_ bemuse chic

eniLyatl focused on changes over ttwe tn participation patterns. The lurvey
deco could not be ulsd to analyze changis over ttlS because raiourca conatritnta

Ltwtced Chi lurYey work to i atngLe dace coLLection pertod.
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CHAPTER VII:

NONPARTICIPATiON

]:n iddttton to gathering p_gr-- eLigibiLity and participation data, c_a survey
ella coLLected tnfo_etton on cLtent characterteCtcl and on et_tCudee toward and

experttncel wtth the F13od Stamp Program. This tnfarlatton, prelent_ tn thta
chapter, t. of help tn underlcandtng reaaane for nonperCtcipatton. '"

Chlrlccertlttce or patti ct pence end nonparticipants ere compared below and
pOilibLe reeianl for nonperttctpetian ara dtscueaed. The dectalon to

plrttctpetl Il then examined tn the c_ncext or probtt eneLyltl which aLLows an
elielelent ot' the reLlttvl Jlportenae ot' the verioui factors Chat off'eot

participation, FtneLLy, the potential tmpacte are considered of' suttch'ing Co a

f'Llt grant Food SCamp Program f'or SS! recipients. Thtl would aucceottceLLy

ineure that eLL SSZ rectptenca recetve food stamp benaf'tte. Dice tabulation

PIIULCI by Itca ere prelented tn VoLume Z]:, Appendix E.

The cabuLeCtanl prelented tn thtl chapter have been wetghted to corrlcC for Chi

et'f'lO_l of' the leipLe ICraC¶Ftcitton. .'hie weighting ti delcrebwd tn VoLume ZI,

Appendtx A. EettlItiI of' sampling errors eliOCtltsd wtth Chi tlbuLeCionl era
presented tn VoLume ZT, Appendtx C, The ecrittf'tcattan te taken 1nCo account In

the probtt eniLylte by dtrectLy IncLuding the Itrnttftcettan variabLee aa

Independent vartabLel In the elttlaCed equation.

CLTENT Oath the pirClctplnt end Chi nonparticipant samples conltiCed principaLLy of

C_A_ACTERTSTZC$ alleLe--parian houlwhoLde--91 percent of the participant hOulehOLC_l end 79
percent of' chi nanperttctpentl Ltved alone [TabLe VZ].I]. Al wtght be expected

etch · Low Income, eLderLy papuLitton, the wljortty of' _ulehaLdl tn both graupe

were heeded by f'e_iLee. Thtl IncLuded 70 percent ot' chi perttctpintl end 65

percent o1' The nonpertlotpenCl.

The perttctpenca had a younger age distribution than dtd nanpertlctpenceo The
eVlrlge age ot' participant, wee 73 years, chat of' nonperttcipentl, 75. Seven

percent lore of' chi perttctpenca II compared wtth the nonpertictpenta [31

percent VlrlUi 24 percent] wore tn the 65 to 69 year old cetegory. By contrelt,

there were reLativeLy htgher proporttone of nonperttclpentl In the three older

categortel dtlpLeyed tn the CabLe.

Su01clnttlL HJortttel of both chi plrttctplnt end nonparticipant hculehoLdi in
the wimple were white, However, there wee a aomewhat htgher proportion o1'

bLeck,e among the perttctpentl (443 percent_ then mane the nonparticipants [SE
percent ].

I/ The lUrVly ti deacrtbed briefly tn chi Introduction to Chapter VI and tn lore
detail tn VoLume ZZX,
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TABLE VIZ.1

(_4ARA_IST_r._ OF SAMPL_

a/ b/I

ParC4 ct g,antr _ Nonpartt ct pantr

MauaehaLd St ze
I 61 79

2 19 20

<1 1

Sex Of Hmsd

HeLm 30 35

FesaLm 713 65

Age of Head
65 - 89 31 24

713- 74 31 32

75 - 79 19 23
>80 18 21

AVERAGE 73 yre 75 yrs

FleC_ at' Heed

9Lack 40

Whttm 613 74
Other O 0

Education of Meed

0 - 9 years 72 62

9 - 11 years 15 17

_) 12 years 13 21

AVERAGE 6 yet 8 yea

Groat Mont,hL_ Zncoma
- 100 I 1

$t01 - 2G13 5 8

S201 - 3130 42 22

1301 - 400 35 38

1401 - 500 12 17
$501 - 600 4 9

1801 - 700 1 4

1701 - 900 0 2

AVERAGE 13_3 1367

graee Income Dtvtdad by

Poverty $tandurd
0 - 255 I 1

26 - 50Z 4 5

51 - 73Z -_4 17
76 - 1130_, 55 37

1131 - 13_ 13 32

>13_ 2 8

AVERAGE 0 .,84 0 .g4
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Table V_I,1 Iconttnued] ,,

Pert1 ct Dante Nonper_t ct pants

Percentage o1' Houeeholde
Receiving lncoae _rnm
Vertoue 5ourcea _/

Sect el _,Jcurt ty go 97
SS! 57 16

Penlt Dna 9 19

Earn1 nee 2 S
:]:ntereet/RenCe 4 9

WeLfa re 3 O

Other 3 5

Combinations of' ]nooue Recetvod

SaG Sec _nGome only 32 52

SSZ tncw only 7 2

SOo Sac & SSZ only 43 11

Soo Sec &Penetone only 8 18
Soo Sec &Ear. tngl only 1 4

Soo Sec & Zntereat only 2 5

SSZ, Sec Sec & :Znterut only 2 1
Ocher 5 9

Food Expendt ture_/Dt vtdod
by Gl'Oil InCOle-'

0 - 107, 4 8

11 - 20Z 24 25

21 - 30S 31 32
31 - 43Z 22 18

> 40S 20 17

AVERAGE 0.317 O.291

Hedtce I ExpendtCuree
Otvtded by Groee
Zncou

0 - 10_ 74 54

11 - 20Z 1:4 19

AVERAGE 0,112 0.198

A/SOud on I ,509 oburvattonl. Z,dt vt dul l. tabulations may have
fewer oblervltioni becauu of ltliJng detJt.

A/bud on 915 oburvattone. Zndtvtdull tabulation, lay have fewer

oburvettona beceuu or mt&etna data. !

_/P_lrcen:egel add tO lore thin 1C0 bIGIUIi Of receipt Of 1,1r_le

rrm. uuLttple aourc4i.

_/$rOll tnGcua doll not include the value of food ITml p beneft_;a.
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The average participant had ·tx years cf ·ducatton, wfitLa the average

nonparticipant had ·Jght, Seventy-Cwo percent of the participant heads of

households had ·tghC years of ·ducatton or Lass, and only 13 percent had
rlntehed high echoaL. The nonparticipants were ·LtghCLy better educated but

eCJLL had qotta Lo. ·duceCaon LeveL·, with 62 percent ha, tag Less then · ninth
grade education end 21 percent hewing rtnJ·hsd htgh schooL.

On average, the groom monthly Income cf a participant ,;am IdA Lower than Chat of'

e nonparticipant (S3c_ ·e compared with 1367]. Forty-·tght percent of the

perttctpenca aa compared wtch only 31 percent cf the nonparticipants had grace

monthly Incomes of _J00 or LOll. whtLe proportionately htgher numbers cf
nonparticipants aa comp·red wtCh participants hsd tncons_ Jn htghsr tacoma
tingle,

Eighty-Four percent of participants aa compared wtch 60 percent or

nonparticipants had 1nco"es ·C or below the O.S. Government poverty et·nderde.

OnLy 2 percent or participant, had tncoman tn axceu of 130 percent of the
standards aa compared wtch 6 percent of nonparttclpenta.

Ntnety percent of participants and S7 percent of nonparticipants received SoctaL

$ecurtty 1noons' Ae mtght be expected on the beats of tho participation race

eneLysqef the Incidence or SST recetpt wee conatdarabLy higher Bong
participants than among nonpertlctpenta [57 percent compared wtch 16 percent].

The only ocher major source of 1noose ,aa pensions, which were racet,ad by 9
perconC of participants and 19 percent of nonperctctpa_r.i. Wtch regard to chess

data, tt ts Interesting to note Chat SootaL Se_rtCy and SSS benefits ara
periodicaLLy ·dJuitad for 1nfL·tiaa. ThLUl moiC of the households In the 14mpL·

rec41ve ·t Least loll Of their tncoae from anurcel which are adjusted rot prtco

changes. Furchernoref ·ubetanttaL majorities o¢ 10ach participants and
nonparticipants receive aLL of Chstr tncoue rrna such anurcea.

Food axpandttural [IncLuding the value of food porchalad with rood ·tamp

benefice) ·re epproxtlete_y 32 percent of gross Income for the participants tn

the eaepLi. The percentage For nonparticipants I· 29 percent. HedtcaL expenua
· rs approximately 11 percent of gross tnc_oe for participants ·nd 20 percent for

non_rtt c_ pence,

TABULARANAJ.YS[S No single rector by ttaeLf ·xpLetna why substantial n_bora of aLtOtbLe
OF REASONSFOR households do not participate tn the program. The lurYe_ data suggest that Lick

NOI,iPART'JiC_PAT]:ON of Information about peaaibLl program eLigibiLity ti cLearLy an Important

consideration. However, chore 1· all,= evidence from the aurYay that stigma,
probLaml of access, beneftC LiYeLI_ end negative experiences with the program

me7 eLL be additional factors, with no ·IngLe factor being Cbs major determinant
of part1 ct pact on.

Tht· lectton presents tabular anaLy·te of raalona for not,participations ·nd

t ncLudal compsrt lone batsmen program parttct pent· and no._perttct pence wt th

regard co · nuabor of potential berrtere to participation, IncLuding Itt_ia ·nd
tranaporcattan problems. By thamMLv·l, homiverw _ibuLar compartannl cannot

provtde e fuLL anaLy·te cf reasons for nonperttctpscton, ·Inca choy do not ·LLc_

IJmuLCanaoue examination of the affects o¢ the many different poiatbLe
determinants of participation. Therefore, the ne3t ucCton reports the results

of · probit analyst· of participation which ·LLo"a jctnt examination of verloua
factors which may affect the participation dect·ton.
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Tn examining reasons why eLigibLes are not participating, tt ts useFuL Co begtn

by conetdwrtng chair peet experience, wtth the progrm, Aa shown tn TabLe

VIZ.2, 46 percent of the e[tgtbLs nonparticipants in ch_/sampLe d_d at cna :1me
try co determine IF they were eLJgtbLe for food it.mpa,-- end 36 percent
actuaLLy eppLled. About two-thirds o? those who applied---23 percent o? :ha

ovsrtLL sample of nonperttctpents---dtd receive food stamps st one ttme. OF the
sppLtcence who hsd not received Food stamps, most (81 percent] reported t_at

thet r applications had been dented.

Thirty-cma percent of tbs houaehoLda Chat hsd rscetved Food stamps but were not

berttctpents st the ttme of' the survey, reported that their food etelp bensftts
hid been terminated because o¢ Increased 1noose. Other re,sans FrequentLy given

For teeth&eton ct program pertJctbecton ware convenience factors end the cast

cf scampi prior Ca the elimination of the purchase requirement.

Those result8 suggest that for e substantial number o_ currently eLtgtbLa

nonparticipants, an Important reason For no·participation may be peat

detaretnetton(8] of ineLigibiLity.

Zn · lap"rite question, rlj_pandenta mere asked whether they thought they were
eLtgtbLe For food Itaepl. Thtrcy-chrso percent ar the eLtgtbLe nonparticipants

boLtsved th"mi. Lyes IneLigibLe, 38 percent repLted they dtdn't knee, and 31

percent letd they thought they were eLigibLe. These lessers suggest that many

eLtgJbLe persons ere unsnarl of thetr eLigibiLity, and thts ney bo In
Impart. tnt reason for nonperttc!petton.

ELtgtbLe nonperttctpantl who hsd never appLfed Far road Stamps were saUd, in en

cpan-tnded question, why they hod not .appLied. The ins, ers were coded by the
tnterYtemere 1ntb the prelbectfted categories shown tn TabLe VZZ.3. Substantial
m--bari of household, cttad the beLtif that they wire IneLigibLe aa e resegn tar

chmtr no·participation. ALIa, many rsapondenCl Indicated the*. they dtdn't need
the be·aftra or that the be·eltra dtdn't seam worth the trouble.

One important focus of the current research te the qumetton of whether "stigma."

or Ilbirreallant about receiving lsaticsnce, ti an Important deterrent to
participation. This tesue ti of particular interest in the ceehout

demonstration, beceUia one of the effeccl of caehout to Chat it maul

participation tn the progria Leis vtltbLe by eLt,tnattng the need to use the
coup"ns pubLicLy _n food loafer. Zn anlm'er_ng the open-ended quwetton about

reel=ns For not IPPLytngt m!Ly 14 percent of the respa·do·ti gave betng too
proud to apply or betng potentiaLLy eBberrsieed tf other people knew they were
perctctbeclng es e reason For chat r no·pert1 ct patton.

Additional tnfomitJon about the sttg, s Jesus ts avaiLabLe From reaponeel to
several other queattane ·eked tn the survey. PerticJpanta wire liked whether

they were _cthered" by hivtng to accept Food stamps, end nonpirttcipantl wive
sakJid whether they would be bothered, Aa shown tn TabLe VZZ,4, 21 percent of

berCtclbentl end 30 percent cf nonparticipants Indicated chey were or would be

I--/Host of the houeehoLbe that had attempted to detarltne chetr eLigibiLity --

about 73 percent--had done Ia by taLktng etch · Food Scamp Program ·Ca_f
person,

_/Anllars were LJmttad Co "yelL" "not" end "don't know."
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TABLE VII,2

PAST _qOGRAMEXPERIENC_ OF EI._GIBLE NONPARTICIPANTS

Psrcantacje

1. Percentage at ell eligible non-
parttctpen_a who had tried to de-

termine _het_/eltgtbtltt¥ for
food etampl 48

2. Per_anl:ege af ell eligible non-

p4rtlcipanta _ho had applied for 38
food etampe

=

3. F_rcentage of' all ellgtble non-

parttcipa_ta who had received food
IV

Itllpl -- 23

4. Oiipolition or application for thoan

who eppLtedk_ut never receivedkal

food atampi¢'

Application denied 91

Changed wind; choir! to cio without 5
Other 14

5. Raeaon given for termination of food

Italp beneftta by ChOlac_hO had it
one time received them"

Frailly began earning too much money 32

Racarttftcetton took too Long 9
Znconvani iht 10

Tranlportett on problem 13

Food eta.epa coat too much 12
Other 24

6. Percentage wl_a b_Ltaved thmaUlvla eligible
for food Itllpi

Believe eligible 31

BeLieve Ineligible 33
Don' t know 36

-I/BaMd on 793 obearvattona.

_/naemd on 69 obairvaCtona.

_/Oaled on 2212 obiervattona,
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TABLE VI!.3

.7
STATE]) REASONSFOR NONPARTICI?ATION --

Honpertl ci pants W_o
Meyer Applied

[Percantage! _

Believe ineligible 25Z

0on't need the benefltl 37

The benefttl don't ieee North thl trouble 21

_ould be emberreleed if other people knew 14

or too proud to apply

Couldn'_ ge'; to the office 3

Don't know ho. to apply 2

Stampe colt too much 1

Never thought about tt 12

&/Baaed on A82 oblervitlonl,

_/Percantegee idd to lore then 100 becauee lUlttple relponie, were
allowed.
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TABLE V:Z.4

RESPONGF_TO (2UESTZONSRELATING TI:] 5'TZG/4A

Percentage

PerClcipantr R/ NonpsrCt c_ pantar ]_/

1. Ngothered" by recetvtn(.I

t'ood stamps

Yes 21 30

Nc 79 70

2. Degree .of e.berreemlent et

CsLLinQ trrtends they receive

food scamps

"very elbe r raised # 6 15
"iollmhit imbarruled" 13 17
"not Ilberrliled et eLLW 81 68

3. Percstve people in cm..unity
.s having Les. respec_ for

food stamp recipients

Yea 19
No 63 52

Don't know 18 29

-'&/Baled on 1 f494 observations,

]_/ Baled on 798 observations.
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bo:herod. SImtLarLy_ tn reply to a que·:ton about how embarrassed _he¥ would be

to teLL frtanda th·y wire receiving food stamps, 19 percent of participants and
32 percent of nonpar:lGtpente eatd _hey would be a_ Least seem, nat embarrassed,

though only S and 15 percent, respectively, gave a reply of "very eubarrased.'

ALso only lg peru·n: of :ha participants end 20 percent of :J_e nonparticipants

perc81v·d peopl e tn :hotr co...untty as having Les· respect for food ,Tamp

recipient.. OveraLL, these results provide avtdenca the:. whtLa l:tGm· ..ay be a

Itgntrtcant deterrent for a considerable nuuber of nonparticipants, t t t·

probably not a major factor for ..os: or _he..

ProbLems related 1;o acceea were ·Leo apparently a factor for _0.·, but not most,
nofipsrt, lctpenl;·. OnLy 3 per.n: et' nonparticipants mona,to.sd t.ht· aa e

OOnltderltJon tn rlepOnle to the open-ended ques:ton about reelons for

nonparttctpetton. However, as IlhOwn t. TabLe V]:_..5, 2g percent of participants
end 31 percent ot' nonparticipants characterized getting to the Food 8ramp

PeQgrm offtce is a "btg probL--," and Less than half of each ·ampLe tndtcated

that accsec was "no probLil" st aLL.

Nonplrttctpenlra tend·d to Live IOmewhst fart. her from the ne·rea: pragrm office

then dtd par'cfctpanta, OnLy 9 percent of' ncnperttotpent, ii colplr·d with 15
percamt of participants Lived Lies than one mile fro. :hi nearest office.

Twenty-tev·n percint of nonper:tctpenta aa compared w:th _ percent of

perttctpenta reported Living lore than nine miles away. Twsnty-_wo percent of
participants end 36 percent of nonparticipant· reported owning e car, but 88 and

82 percent: reapecttYeLy_ indicated that they et Least hsd access to one tf they
needed t :.

Betng ·wattLed only to reLattv·Ly Low LeveLs of food ati,ip benefits may also be
· factor whtc_, effects _he participation decision in sour caue, As shown tn

TabLe V]Z.8, _owg singLe-person households, 39 percent of nonparticipants Il

coopered wtth only 25 percent _ participants were eLtgtbLa for Just :ha mtntm_
II0 ion:hLy benefit aLLo_lmt.-- The contrast la even greater for muLti-person

hmliehoLdi (36 perealn: il _pired wS:h 18 percaBnt_.

It is impOrtant Co no:l, however, that a/an though liny of the eLigtbLe

nonparticipants hive reLativeLy Low benefit anti:LeBen:s, lubltlnttaL nuubers of

:hl ira aLtgtbLe for quits htgh LiYiLS or benefits. ,qore then one=-four:h of
eLL the ·Ltg?bLe nonparticipant singLe-person houlehoLda was aLtgtbL· for IOrl

than 150 of banefttUl. Mona euLtt-1_lrBon households, 20 percent aaa eLtgtbLe
for beneftte tn excels of 150 and 13 percent ail eLtgtbLa for more than $80 of

benefits. On average: participants received 134 worth or benefits per lUnCh:

while nonparticipants lira eLiglbLe for 133 of be.metre.

Zn order Co exeBtne whether dtale:taractton etth th· Food St_p Progrm was a

fit:hr tn participation deotatono, nonparticipants oho had applied for rood
itllpi wire liked about Chetr experiences wtth t_e progrm. Al ihoun tn TabLe

l/-
_r both participant· and nonper:lctpinta_ the rood stamp aLLoCasn:8 to which

households wire entitled ware lattmetad on the baals of survey data on 1.come,

houlahoLd lt_e_ end aLLowabLe deductions. The maximum aLLo_in:a are $70 for i

ItngLe-derlQn household and 11_8 for i Ceo-person houeahQLd. The formula used

_o caLcuLate boner:ti _l desctqped tn VoLu,aa _, Appendix F.
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TABLE VT3:.5

RESPOHSESTO QUESTIONSRElaTiNG TO
FO00 STAMP OFFICE ACCESS

Percentaqa

I_rct 0t pan_csA/ Nanpa rt,.t ct panta -I'_

Percetva get:lng to orogram

afftca eaa prolaLfm

"bt g p_bLm" 29 31
"ttttLe problem" 29 26

"no problem" 42 4:3

Olatance to FS ofl'tca

<I mt 15 g

1-2 mt 3'1 35

2-4 mt 18 11

4-9 mt 16 18
>g mt _

Own car 22 36

Own or have ac, eel _Jo car 88 82

A/BeNd oft ¶ f4.94 oboervattone.

b/ hied on 717 obearvettonl,
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TABLE VII.6

HI3_ITHLYFOODSTAMP AL.LaTHE]iTS

Percentage
a/ b/

Food Stemo Azlount Pertt ci pants Nonparti ci pants -

I Person >1 Person 1 Person 71 Person
Houset_otd Houmehold Total Household Household Total

110 25 18 24 39 36 38

11 - 2Q 19 n 11 10 12 11

21 - 30 14 30 17 7 18 9

31 - 40 12 14 12 9 7 a

M - 50 12 8 12 10 5 g

51 - 80 7 8 7 4 1 4

51 - 70 t8 4 15 22 3 18

71- 80 0 8 1 0 3 1

>80 0 7 1 0 13 3

AVERAGE 133 139 _4 132 137 133

A/ehmledon 1,200 ol=.lrvettonm.

b/Bsud on 609 oburvettone.
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VIZ.7, problems wtth the ecbBtntetrattcn of the pro·r, were apparently not a

deterrent to participation for ao·t respondents. Seventy-seven percent of the

· lipL· characterized treatment ·t the progre- offtca aa fine, and 65 percent

reported that proof A- staff aero helpfuL. However, 10 percent of '.he

reopondenta Indicated that progr-- ·toff h·d been rude, end 29 percent
'thirectortz·d thee ·l not helpfuL. Tht· could be · poeetbL· deterrent to

participation for thou IndividuaLs.

Xn · related queattonv progr-- participants were asked _xhat ktnd o1' dob" they

thought the prcgrm wa· doing to "_ake core" of the1 r food needl and were aoked
to respond according to the eno.er categorteo "good_" "fair," or "poor." The

reeuLta were generaLLy quite peeittva, with 47 percanC cf re·pcndente rating the

pregre- ee "good" tn thio reepect and another 31 percent rating tt el it Lilac
"l'at r."

_08_ ANALYS:[S Probit eneLylig wa· uled to examine the affect· of key vertabLae on hCUlehOLd

OF PAITT]:C[PAT_ON probabilities of perttctpottng tn the Food Steep Program. Tht· eneLyttceL

DETERI_It_ITS l_lChntque, which t· ItmtLar to regreaeton aneLyata, mekee it polatbLe to examine
the leperel_l off'acre of vartauw f'ec_cre on the participation dectiton while

_e_tittcaLty holding conetant the affect· of the other vartaaLol. [See Ohrylel,
1978, pp. 324-378.]

The de_NIAdMt variable tn the probit eneLy·tl wes · 1,0 Indicator of whether or
nit heuleheLde were program parttctpante. The Independent vartabLel IncLuded

yeti·ua fectero which could effect the participation dectalon, tnGLudtng caihout
tteeLf, SSZ receipt, heueehaLd cherecteri·Ctce, end varteOLee ruLectng Co

peoetbLi reelen· for nenperttctpettont ouch el itJ_a and dtstencl to the
nearest Feed S_.lp Progrm of?tce. ;n addition, lelpLe ·trmttflcatton variable·

[heYtng· LoeetebLa phone number end having returned ·eatL acreentng
qieitionnetre] were included Ce control for the poaetbLe affecta of the ieepLa

otrettficatton, Beceuee pertYctpaCton ratio were found to differ suOetanttaLLy

by ·tOe lad according to whether or not i houeehoLd received SSZ tnt·ia Lira

C_epter VZ], e let of 1_0 vartebLei wee IncLuded to aLLOw ieparete airily)id
rltea for each S$:[ rectptency category [t.i., SSZ/non--SST:] it each ·ICa.-'

1/
--The aM.pLa of' houoehoLde uaed tn the probit aittmetea tncLudea eLtgtbLe
heulehotde for ehtch lufttctant tncou and diducttonl data ware avaiLabLe to

deterlltml Food Stamp Pr·arm eLigibiLity. Htiitng dice on income trail believed

LikeLy to be MuLL were tree.id la zerq. Cdele with wtiatng da_l on Import·nc

tncoee tteee ware excluded free tho anaLyat·. [See VoL,--e _[, Appendix F for
derultLI regarding the crttert· uxd tn excluding hou·ehcLdl with mt·etng intone

date.] HouaehoLda wtth etletng data on any of the vartabLee ocher then tacoma

were excluded free the ·naLyote. Food Stamp Progre. participants who, on the
haiti ct' the iurvey decal appeared to be IneLigibLe for the pro·re, were olio

excluded free the data let, SampLe attrition due to these factor, t· dtacuoled

tn VoLume ]:Z, Appandtx :[. :i
:i
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TABLE VII7

INTE]_VIL=I RESPONSESRELATe3 TO pcRCEPTION OF FGO0 STAMPPROGP_J_

Percentage

1. P_rceFcton of exp. rten,,, ,c food :;;_:office _¥ nonperttctpentl who had e-

m. Ho.. =reefed

"treem_c wee ftne" 77

"pHRLe were rude" 10 -

b, HeLpfuLneme of pregral ICaff

"peopLe were helpfuL" 65

"peepLe were not helpfuL" 29 _c/

2. Perception by plrttctpente of "_heC kind
of job Food SCam9 PrugrlM tl al;tn; to

tike cere of thetr..yood nee<is"w

6eld 47

Fei r 31

F_er 21

_/Beeed on 273 obmerYlttonl.

_/Bued on lw425 obxrveCtonl.

_/PerclRtegee do noc edd Ca 100 beclull ClbuLatianl are bleed on separate

quetCtonio
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Dl1,1,erencie tn TabLe VI:I:.8 shows the probit esttma:as o1' clt1.1.erencea tn Food $Campl_rogram
Participation parttofpatton probabilities by etC8 and by SS]: rec_ptenoy category. '_ There ere

Pl'obebtLtttes 12 poeetbLa groups (iix attas ttmsa cwo SS:]: catagortea] o1. which 11 were

represented by 1,0 variables tn the probit, The CweL1.CAgroup, non-SSZ

recipients e= CAs New York coipe$_son st:sa was oat:tad and Chul server as the
reference group tn the analysts. Aa shown in the CabLe, CAe pattern of

dt1.1,erences acrooe chime categories 81,tar cont,'oLLtng for QCAIr variables tn CAs

probtt equotton ta qutti statler to Chat Ihown tn CAs rem participation race

_lbuLettonl presented tn TabLe V]:.1, SS]: ructptentl at ILL lttSs hsd
lubstsntt IL Ly htgher pert1 ct pact on probebt Lttt es Chin dtd non-SSZ

rectptiets, and the dtf1.erenols ire 8CattlClcaLLy slants,leant. Among the non-

SST r_tptemtl, CAges at meet oCher sttsi had higher probebtLittie ol'
pM-_totplttng Shim did thole at Chi Now York cospirONn Stir. Howavarf Chi

dtt_erameos Ars tn 91neruL not statisticaLLy .O gnt1't cant.

Oas tntereettng dtfferanee be:ween the ps_ter_ o1, probtt-edJueted dt1.1.erences
Ihmwn tn TlbLl V]:_.8 and the coiparabLe pattern tn _he raw data tn TabLe VZ.1

conosrnl the nen-ssZ participation rates st the South CoroLtns Itta8 as compared

wtCh Chi New York c_opertann lttl which II1 used ie the ra1.ersnca group, The

dtf1,ereNcie beswMm S_MCh CaroLtns end Haw York irs not SS Liras tn the probtC

roeUL_l IdB they ire tn Ch4 raw dStSu This may plrtL¥ re1.Lsc_ ohs 1.mos chef
everlOe gross tn:eMi LeveLs are Lower tn Seuch CaroLine CAin tn the Now York

It_l. Zneeet sntere the probit eqmltton wtch i nigsttvs Itgn [Lower income ti

estimated Ce result tn higher participation probebtLtttes], and thus adjusting
1,or t_ti _sctor deerelill the IlCtl. lted dt1.1,erenoei bahrein South CoroLtne and

New York porttct_lttie rstls, Port o1' Chi reason :hit South CaroLine heulehoLdl

howe h_l_er participation probebtLttteif on aver? Clem TabLe V]:.I], ti that

they hive Lower svera_l gr_il tn:alee, The prebl't mOue:ton controls for chts
1'at. er and thuet _he probit-adjusted dt1.tsreecei bshusen the South CaroLina
lt_ ors miLLer :hike the dt1.1.areneee in :he row deice

I/
'_ Entrtie In the right-henS-side column o1' the CabLe show CAe absolute values o1.

U_e t _:tes_tca 8oas:toted wtth CAe perm-scare on which '.he eattlltSe Ire

beamed. They ere Ohms tndtcatore o1' chi otettattcaL stgnt1,tcanGe of' the

esl_taotie, wlch a t value o1' 1,S6 betng ,CsttittcaLLy stgnt1.tcant wtch a .05

Level Owe-CalLed test. E1.1.acta o1' variables on the probability o1' participating
ere ca.LcuLaCed aC the ulen value of' the Independent variables. Zt should be

noted Chit tho 1.tool equmtton a_lct1.tcattoo wes determined on CAs basis o1'

preliminary analysts computer runs to tdenttfy what 1.actors and whet vertabLe

Ipec11,tca_'tona iMerecl to be molt ,leintng1'uL tn explaining perttctpstton. Al ·
resuLcp the 14gnt1,tcance tilts alSOCJltld wt:h CAS reported : itStJlttca oust be

regarded il Indicative o1' atlttittcsL significance riCher Char &e being rtgoroue
teats tn the :Least:aL i_actettcaL sense, CatetLad probtt relULtl are presented

tn VoLume Z:Zt Appendtx Id,

Pm/The chotc4 of' which stew/SST reclptency group tQ outs does nec B1.1.ect CAe

resuLte, Whet ts o1. Intermit In interpreting CAe probt: asttaatil t8 CAS

pet"Cern o1' ruLe:tva pertt ct pitt on probabilities Mona the attar. Ti, Chi probit

acre rerun wtch a dtf1.erent group outttedt CAe absolute magnitudes o1. the

cOef't'toten:a would thongs, but :hair raLattve atzea tn comparison with each
oCher would rawetn exactly the em.e,
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TABLE VIT,,B

I:_:IOOZTESTZI4ATESOF OZFF--ERENC__.NPARTICIPATION

BY HOLISIBHOU)CATEGORYBY S_FE

AFTER CONTROI.L/*NG FORTHE EFFECTS OF OTHERVART.ASL=q

{ICJaaCod 01f?arince

9atwaen Group ShOwn

Zn Row Headtng end
Reference Group

[Refereeea group
ti nen-SGI rectptenta AbaoLuCe VaLue

et the New York ol' AeaoctateO

=emferteen atti} t Statistic

Nm, York OemoniCra_lon/

SSZ roctpt inca .51 8.62'

New York Demin{_grmt{o_/

nor_SG! rat1 pt inca .14 1.82

Nlm York Cea_er-I un/S_ r.

rea1 pt ante .28 3,93 e

Seu_ CeroLtnl DemonoCretton/

S! rtH_tpt once ._I 5.69 s

South CaroL{ne DeMmltraclon/

non-aZ reotpt once -.01 0.15

South CaroLtne Compertlon/

SS:[ roG1ptenta .47 6.25'

South CaroLtno CeepirJaen/

noe-SSZ roct pt ants .05 0.72

Oregon Demonatratt on,/

SSI riot ptenta ,50 6.750

Oregon Dmmenatratt0n,,'
no.--SS!rectpi once .16 1.ga e

Or_gon Ceml_r4 son/

SSZ _otpt inca .44 6.02*

Oregon Complr_ sen/
noe-ssZ root pt inca .09 I .16

NOTEI Altirtika tnb!cate Chit poreliClrl on which estimated of?acta ere

baled ere iCaclec_ceiLy etgnt?tcant, uatng e .0S Level Cwo-taiLed
talCj
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AJi noted tn Chi ,neLy,ta of chi unadjusted data tn Chapter VI. for Nam York and

Oregon, iici--tad partt ct peClon probebt LtCtes at the demonatratt on 8t tel ara

conet atantLy greater than chi corresponding probabt l let aa for the compert ion
saree. Thai petCam remaina tn Chi proOtt-adJuaCad reauLta. However. in Chi

probit IquaClonl, there ts eo.e tendency for the revarce to be crum for chi

South CaroLina pair of attic, wtCh adjuaCed probebtLtttae being eonaw_at higher
for the ce. perSian lite then for Chi o--onecrecton site. 0varaLLf no clear

pettlm amerg-- mercia aLL of the Ileal I and in Ltght of the aggregate

participation data auppLted by Chi survey matte, it ceena LtkaLy Chat the

oblerYed differences between ,urYey attic are LargeLy due Co factors ocher chin

Chi cLJnecrattcm. (See Chapter VZ for a fuLLer disco--ton of chli taaue.]

Etfecce of TabLe V_-_._ pri_lenCe additional r_Lta of the probit anaLyata. Far each
OCher CLtent variable, the ftrat column of nwebera tn the table ahow8 the effect of a untt

Characteristics change tn _. variable on Chi p_bebtltty of participating for an average
heulekeLd._ For Jnicenee, the _qcry for Chi "HeLm" varilbLi ti -.07, Indicating

Chi:, ochl_' change held coniCal_Cf · houaehoLd with a wale heed hal a 7 percent

Lo_' ._rebQdatLtty of participating tn the program than dole i statler famale-
he_, ,. meekeLd.

Al .re4 NNeetecL by the croee-1'.Mo_Latte, rceuLte preaentad eerLterf both the lex

aid the e_i of the hied of h_--hoLd appear to heel lubitanttaL affixes on
parCl =l pact ow prebabtLtttel. )heLm-heed.ed houaehoLda have I BCICtlClce. LLy

It_ift_t 7 perclmt Lower prob_tLtty of being program participants, After
ceeV_LLtng for taco-- lad the ocher factor, tn the probit iq.eClair houcehcLde

i1_ h_ell ?_--74 yMire of age havl i g percamt Lower probability of
pe_tCtl)ettnl Chin da hN--heLda ftch M tn c_e 5._-69 yaer old c_)cagery.

H/LM etch hew older chu 74 heel a 10 percent L_ar pro_biLtty than do

IaLM wtth hweda _ yeeHrl old. Thowe reaulte ere et&ttsctcaLLy

,t g-tft ce_C.

The ieCtMtid affect of income on the probability ot' participation ii negetiva_
fitch am eddttlof,_L I_0O per MmCh of tnc_Be rceuLttng tn iA 8 percent decrease

tn Chi prebMtttty of perttctpwctaR. Thtl lay reflect the feGC Chat f_tLtaa
_ich reLativeLy higher tnemeea perceive ch_nnaeLvea Co be Lame tn need of

give--eAt &--iicanca chin do very peer fmiLtai. The mitt--ted Effect ti
erect attcaLLy It gniftcant.

The maliCe--Cid effect of Chi ameer11; of food eCllpe to which houeeholdl ire
ImtlcLed ts p--tetra bec ti very lamLL md ta nat statiactciLLy atgntftGant.

Zn tnterp_Ctng Chte rceuLt, tt lhQuLd be kept tn wind that iLL of the
houeehoLde tn chi lalpla wire eubjecc co chi me benefit determination ruLee.

A1 a reiul, tt icet of the ve_itJon tn benefit LeveLs tn Chi a--pLa ia accounted

fop by Chi Income and houeehoLd etza vartabLae that ere entered IndependentLy

I/Changes tn probabilities ire evaluated at Chi liana of Chi independent
viP1 ab Lie,
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TAgLE VZI.9

DET_HI_TS OF PARTICZPATION

PROBZT RESULTS

Estimated Change tn
Problbt Lt ty ot' AbeoLuta Va[ua

Purtt ct pat1 on from of AiIoCt aced

VartabLa Untt Chanqe tn VartebLe C S=a_lattc

HaLe heed of household (I, O] -.07 2,39 s

Age cf head 70-74 [ltD} -.09 3.08"

Age cf hied greeter than
74 [1,0} -.10 3.60'

Grola monthly Income [tn
ilO0 u_t tlJ -.08 3.97'

Mkml; of food ltmlpi 1;0 whtGh
haueehaLd ti entttLld

{tn 110 unt1;lJ -.002 0.26

Heed hoe 6-11 yoere

Of el_MLtng [lf O) -,13 4.44*

Heed hie 12 or more ycars
of canceling [1,0] -.16 4.420

HauiDer of heulehoLd CeCa out

of boule da1Ly [1,0] -.04 1.74

Heed of household black [1, O} -.002 t1.06

bberraoeed for frtondl 1;o Iqtw

recatvtng food et--pa [I, O] -.I0 3.S5 °

Dletanca 1;o food al;oep offtca
I-4 ItLel (1, O] -.09 2.81°

Dtlcanca to tPood etomp of_tca

lore tJlen 4 It Loo [1 j O) -.13 3.47 s

HOLUlehoLdoene or has l_ael

car [I ,0] -.02 0.59
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TabLe VZZ,g (Continued]

Eattmatad Change tn

ProbabiLity of AbsoLute VaLue
Participation from o? Auoctatad

VariabLe Untt Chanqa tn VariabLe _ Statistic

HousehoLd etze greeter then 1

(1, O) -.07 1.41

Rural toea_ton [1, O] -,01 0,24

Hud of houaahoLd Htipantc

(1, O) -.02 0.23

Returned matL quaattonnatra [1,0] .0007 Q.02

Pho.e erratum [1 ,O) .06 I .91

Conetent .39 3.51

NOTE: Aatarteka tndtcate that parameters on which estimated' effects ara

bee4d are atattattcaLLy stgntftc4ntt uatng s °05 level _;o--tltLad
t_,t.

The a_unpLa atze ?or the probtt equatton wee 1648,
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trite chi equation. Thuet the sample _,s nec .eLL-suited For analyzing chi
PoletbLs affect on perttct_tton of changes tn overaLL bene¢_ _. LeveLs.

HousehoLds etch hsadl who have at Least some htgh school education Rave ·

I_ettittcaLLy ItgntftcJntLy Lower probability oF participating than _o

houiehoLde whou haadl have Lies eaucetton. Zn comparison etch households .hose

heMdl hsd no htgh lCh_3L a_Jcl_tont Chose whose heeds had ntne to eleven years

of lchOeL hid a 1.9 percJnt Lower probability of participation and _hoee .hose

heldl had completed htgh school hsd a 16 percent LoNer probability.

GeCttng out of the house detLy hie an estimated nagattve aleoctstton with

pir_lctpatton, although the efGtmacs ti not statisticaLLy stgntftcsnt. ES ts
pllltbLI _hat this vlr_lbLl Ny tn Port control for morels or social ccnnectton

fli_ir$, sLChoug_ tt could alii be ptcktng up the i_fscts of Functional health
GOn&tderettoni.

The vlrtebLi Indicating whether the heed of the household ta black hal an

extremely IMeLL negettvs effect on participation probabilities. The raw data

_4bvLIttOal preiamted tn TitLe VZX,I auggelt that bLeckl have a htgher
preMtLtty of pirttctplttng Chin da ,httss. However, offer hoLdtng other

faN)'cori sigh Ntneoie end Ilea differences constant tn the probtt eneLyetsf the
eff_r, beeaeee very .Ltgi_tLy nlglttvl.

Effects of The probit equnttom prevtdee additional evtdanoe Chat lathe may bi a factor
PoIItbLI Berr_erl Chic efricti perct ct pitt on for lama houaehoLdl. Reipondentl who repo_ted that

Perttctplttmn they eld be embarrassed _ have Friends know they were receiving Fo,id SCM!pi

heal M 10 parma Lower prek_btLtty of pmr_ctcipeCang Chau_dtd relpOndontl who
tndt_ted chl.t they _td net be embarreleed. Thts difference ts statistiCaLLy
signifieS,

Zn lelelitng the t!loertlnq Of chtl result, tt IhcuLcl bi kept tn mtnd Chat only
a_lrmxtmet_lLy 21 porcint of the sample Indicated eeblrru_lnto The probtt

littlltl Ihowi mn 10 percent Lower participation prabmbtttty For chou
heateiM)Lda. Howevlr_ blCeUl_l lush heul®hoLdI coniC1 tut. only.21 percent of the

Im.)pLe. this reeutt implies Chit, overaLLf the re<Wilton _n participation races

resulting Fro. chtl _Ictor ts approxtmstaLy 2.1 percent [t,a., 21 percent Cleon
10 per.mt ].

2/Zn eddttton to the vsrlebLa measuring Frequency of getting out of chs house,

t_e otlr VlrtlbLII Chit Bay It Leant in pert leisure attitudinal factors were

uNd tn preliminary probtt IpeGlftclttonI. Theel ocher varta0taI were
tndtcotorl of poatttve imd negmctvs effects, or Ictttudel, al described tn

8radlourn [196g). Durtng this preliminary probit work, estimated coefficients on

the poltttvs iffict variable were IMILL and not statisticaLLy significant.

Thom on the negettvs affect vsrtsbts were positive and stet1 itt caLLy
ItgntftcJnt, euggllttng that households with Lower morals were more Ltk_Ly to be
progrl pertt ct ponte. Thlei variables were omitted from the Final

i! specification of the proOtt Iquetton because data were etietng for approximately

10 percent of the simple. Thetr tncLulton would therefore have substantiaLLy
_iducad Chi iVllLIbLe 14ilpLe 8tzi. ZnoLultan Of Cheil var_lbLao wouLl not hive

lubetantteLLy altered the otller estimated coefficients reported tn _ha CabLe.
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There ta ·L,,= ·vidence _haC probLaml of ·cceaa may be e barrtir Co participation

far ·oma houlehaLde. 9etna one Co four tulles from · food ·Clump o_ftce 8·
compared wtth beths wtcAtn one mtL8 reduce· the clOts·cad participation

probability by ·bee: 9 _BrcenCt and betng more caen four mtL·m ·way raduome tC
by 13 percent. _n boca ceill, the ·lrCleaCad plrleClrff ·re IcaCtlttc_LLy

· tgntttcenC. Tl_e ·aCtmaC·d ·fl·cC ot' omntng or hovtng ·cc_u to · car, I_owever,

t· very smeLL ·nd nec e_CtectceLLy ·tgntflcent,

SX_JL_TED FLAT- Under current LegisLation, tC tl polttbte for · ·raCe Co cllh out food ·Comp

GRANT CA_4OUT benettti far SSZ rectptantl by ·ddtng i ·uppLam·nC·L grant tn payment of food

FOR SST lCmlp b

110 25 18 24 39 36 38

11 - 2for &LL SST rll_lptin_l tn the ·Cite°
HOUS_GLDS UnLtk. CAe cli_ou_ plan tilted tn _h. currant dEmenltrottan, Chte type o1"

colhtgt dell nec nec_JmkirtLy Ltnk toed Icoop bmneftti wtCA heuiihcLd nec Income
L·veLI.

Sueh· pLM1 l_1'lltJv·Ly guarant·ol _heC aLL SST reotptmntl wtLL be perCtclp.nte
tn the Feed Stamp Program. However, tt may ·fl'icC perCtctpenC b·naftC LayeL·.

Thtl Iocttom examinee, for hcua,lhoLde In the SurYey simple. CAe GNOClnCtlL

tW en beAsfl_ LeveL· et one vwr'lemt ef CAts type of' calhouC plan. Tn

per.to·Let, · prilram ti IteffdL·Ced ·ruder Mtch iLL SST recipients aHDuLdrecetvi
I feed stap grant o1' 115 per pM'son. [The &tlCii w_Jch currently have flat

grant be_mrtte, CaLifornia end Wlsoen_n, have pay.mat, af $10 per person.
HemtYef, Cble _O Level .ii mi_&kLteked amvereL year· igef and · $15 LeYIL wee

GkW for Chi currin_ IR·LyItl tn order Co Oaks Ina'Lotion 1nco acco·no.]

Ghii14ng food ·flap be.efttl co I fLeC gram'G _tGh t8 bMmd only on houilheLd
ltZl h44 CMl petimCteL t'or rweMotng bern)ftC, far some heulehoLdl and tncreiitng

the. for ockeri. One group whtch cLearLy wdpdLdgetn from ·uch I change J· SST

re_ptMlrul u_e ·re nec currently perCtotpe_ng tn Chi Food SCamp Program itnca
luc# hMeLdl would Su_omi.ttceLLy begtn receiving food scamp bene¢tCa. Meng

program pmrCtctpante_ far houleheLde of ·gtvan ·tie, CAoae houlehoLdl receiving

reLoCtveLy btM# LeveLs o1' _tlffCl ere BOlO LtkeLy Ce be midi wori4 off by ,

peywt forBuLa whtch ti not c_mdtttonmd by tnceem, whtL· cAoii rlcetvtng

riLIttvety BueLL ama·mCI of biHqefJts Bey bO lade be.tear off.

TabLe VXT.lO 8hw· CAe ·ffectl on Ch· eLderLy SST houimhaLchs tn Ch· wpLI 01'
ceLcuLlttng .onCALy Food SCamp Program bmniftca ·l 115 pdlr person tn Chi

houNhoLdo The meJortty of program pirtt ct pent households would PIGItVI Lower

blN1'tt8 ii · result o_ luch a chMga. Thti ti particuLarLy true for one-person
participant hOUlehoLdi. Al lhOwn tn _hi first coLman o1' CAe TulbLe, 74 percent

o1' on.person participant houuhoLde would recitvl Lower banal'tGi el i riiuLt of
the program change. FurcAeruere_ for Bevy o1' CAeca hOuilhoLde the reduction tn

beneft_l would be qutCe lubltantteL. Twenty percent o1' luch houiEhoLdl would

experience bene1'tt reducCtoni of 841 or more per month. OvlreLL; CAI average
change tn ben.firms rer one-person perttctplnt households would be · Lois o_ $19

per mooch.

The ascend column of CAe CabLe dtepLoye G_uperabLe deco for muLCt-person

households currently perctotpectng tn Chi program, SClC o_ which Genetic 01' C,0

permanl. Fttt_-CArel percent of luch houiihoLdm would reoltve Lower bmnaftCl
uIIdir CAe ltmuLatid plan theft CAoy currently dO, Ind Chi ·verage change tn
benoit Cs could bo a Lose o1' S10.
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TABLE VIZ,lO

ZMPACTSOF :ALQJLAT_HG FOOOSTAMP S_EF-:TS AS S15 P_ P_qsc_

(Percentages of Houeeholdq]

SSZ Recipients

Food Stamp Program Not Currently Participating

Participants who Recetve SSZ In Food Stamp Pragrma ALL
Zmpect On Multi- Multi- SS!

Food Stamp One-Person Parlon One-Person Person House-

Benefit Lave t Houleha_da Houlehelde Total Households HoulehoLae Total Hold.

OeGreslo of,,

841 or more 20Z 1_ 18Z 0 ri O 14Z

131 - 4 9 5 6 0 0 0 8

121 - 30 _3 g 12 a 0 0 9

.1 - aa le ? te o a o 13
ss - la I_4 __ l_e o_ o_ _ l_a
Total _ Oeerlaml 74 _ 713 0 0 0 54

Ne Change 1 6 2 0 0 0 2

Increame o¢1

$1 - 10 25 25 25 O 0 0 19

111 - 20 0 15 3 100 D 91 20

121 or -,ore _ _q. _ ,(} 100 19 __4
Totall Z i:ncrmiie 25 _ 211 lOB 1(30 100 4_

AVERAGECHANGE -$1g -110 -817 $15 133 SI;i -18

Sample Size 1004 137 1141 248 41 297 1426
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A1 noted earlier, SSI rectptenta not currently receiving food scamp benefits
aouLd be made batter off by CAn itmuLatad policy (CoL,--ns _. 5 and 6 of CAe

CabLe]. Tho average tncreaia tn benef1_ for one-person _,ouaehoLdi ts, cf
courll, 115; for houllhoLde wtCh more chon one person, tt 1l 133, reelecting

CAe fact ChaC moat muLCt-person households Jn Cbc 8ampLe conetst of two

per.ne.

The ftnaL column of TabLe VZZ.lO ihoga CAe overaLL affect of th8 propo_d change

for SSZ houeahoLda CaSein aa a whale. Since participation fecal in CAe _ood

S_..p Progr-- ire reLativeLy htgh among SSZ rictptenta, CAe average nec Loaaea
o¢ benl¢tCl for current pertt ctpnnta outwit oh Chi average get na co cae

nonparticipant group, _ chaC cae average affect on SSZ recipients taken al e

grtlup ti a Loll of 19.

ZC ti olio of tnterelC co examtnn watch tncole groupl tend to rmcetve htgher or
LMr beneftt, under the 81.uLated plan. Aa shown tn TabLe VZZ.11, long
ourr_nt Food Sc_p Progrm participants, the houlehoLde Chit mould racetvi Lower

beAeftCa under che flat grant program tend to be cLuetered tn reLativeLy Lower

tncelie brlckltl, wt_h 74 percent havtng grqole monthly tncQsee of $300 or Leal.
HewieheLdl Chat mould getn from _tCchtng Co cae it.eLated plan have Ioellhat

htg_er tnccH, me, wtth only 14 perGent hmvtng tncomel of qO0 or LoIa and 28
I_l_CMIt Iai tempered _t_h 6 per'eMit of the reduced beneftC group] hevtng tncomee

Mve 14QO. The averlge tacoma o¢ Chi group etch Lowered binnftte ts $_81 Il

cM..red vtch 1373 for che gro_ _lch tncrelled benertCl.

StatLer peccerna wrge whe_ eLL houlehoLdi, IncLuding Chela not currently
relotvtng feed lCaep be.efttl, are tncLudld tn the ClbuLattoni. The heulehoLdl

ItCh reduced be.et'tea under chi flat gr,,nc plan tend to be clustered Jn

reLativeLy Low tn.one bracketa Md Co have Lover average tncowee then do Chase
_ho eta)ad to ga_n free avtCchtng cm the flat grant program.



TABLE VI[X.ll

PROPORTIONSOF SSI HOUSI:HOLDSWTTHALTEREDBENEFITS UNDER

FLAT GRANTPLANt BY ][NCOHEGROUP

SS[ HouaehoLda CurrentLy SS][ Houaahotde No& Currently

Peril cleating tn Food 8&!mnpproarlp PmfTloloetln. In Food 6t_mp P[ogrpm ALL 68[ UouaehoLde
Houiaholda With HouaehoLdo With Houeehetdo With HoueehoLdi itth HouaehoLda Wtth HousehoLde With

Inoreeaed Decraaead Inureaaad Daoreasad Zficreeaad De;raoaed

6roil MonthLy Baneflte Under!/. Bonefltl Underb/ 8inertia Under_ . Beneflte Under Banefl&e Under _/ _Boneftti Uqdar 8/
Income SimuLated PLan-- Slmuketed PLan 911pulotod plan c-/ 8Jmu&etpd PLan Simulated PLan 6tmutakad PLan

lO - 21)0 OZ 8_ B NA 2Z OX

6201- 850 0 19 9 PlA 5 19

6251- 300 t4 47 38 NA 24 47
O_
kD

$301 - 350 43 12 29 NA 3(] 14

$351 - 400 14 9 6 NA 10 7

) 6400 aB 6 18 HA 23 6

AVERAGEINCOHE 6373 8291 1324 HA 634B $291

HA = nor apptlGebte.

_/Uaaad on 863 ebearvettona.

b-/Booed on 862 obeervetione.

'_/Oeeed on 297 obeervatlona.

_&/Baead on 550 obeervetione.

"e/Baaed on 287 obearvotlon8.



CHAPTER VIII:

PRCX_RAM IMPACTS ON FOOD

EXPENDITURES AND

NUTRITIONAL INTAKE

Xn order to exaatne the degree to whtch the caahout danonatr·Cton erfectld food
explmdtturel and dteCary tnCake among eLderLy r·ipondmnts, data on the··
vartabLee wire coLLected at the three pet re of dleanatretton and compertion

stool et _tch the houm_hoLd eurvey rot the pro/sot we. conducted. [Si· Chapter
VI tar · delcrtptton of the lUrWiy.] Thi· Infer-lotion can be oied both Co allele
the 1Wore of progroo benefits tn the torn of :hack. (uatng caihout Itte dell]

end tLee to examine the tapioca or food icIp benertto received Ii couponl

[using coepertlan etce d_ta]. Furthernore, by comparing elCteated progrel

tlpeCta for calhOUt lt_ wtth thou rot comport·on eJtii, tt ts po·etbt· to
luau the tlpeCCa or caihoot on the Ltnke between road ICaep beneftta ·nd rood

expeadtturee end dteCar¥ tn_lke. 0r particular tntere·t t· whether ifflCtl on

toed expe_dtCurH amd nucrtent intake ere Laae when program benefice are
dtetrtbMtld tn the for1 or cash rechar then coup_nl.

ThJ· chapter tnoLudaas [1] I brtef theoretiCaL dtec_ulaton of Ltnkagle between

feed II_ll_l,toed exp_dtturaa, end dietary tntekl; (2] delcrtpttonl or the
leChall weed to nee cnw tepecce tn the c_rffafiC etudyl (3] e tabular

imALyele or hew reepende_te perceived the tipe cte or the ptogreell [4] aniLylae
or program tWGCI OR f_oed expetdtture_ eld n_Crtent tnClkS$ end (SI
ceacLult one.

TNEOfiETXCAL Food Itllp beAefl_l prevtM heulahoLdl etch additional purcheetng ra·aurcee, end

ZHPACTOF it 11 gl_areLLy agreed that mn additional doLLar or benlftte can be expected to

FI_6W ofroet rood expeRdtturel and dietary tnteke by at Least il loch al ano_lr
doLLar ot' tncoel. A key question in evaluating the Food StMp Program la I

eeperete progrm, however, to whether progr-- benefice have tlpeCti tn the area

of rood beyond Chela that would be aiaoctatid with additional income.

At ftrlt glance, tt Itght IoN obvious that progrll binlflCa tn the ro_ of

couponi mould have epecJr_c poettive jepacte 1,1 Chi erie Of rood purchase·

bet. lUll or the Legal require-ant thlt the coup(,nl bm uled only for rood trinse.
Thtl becmlii Leal clear when Cha poeetbtLtty 1i considered of eubitttUttng

GOUpOni rot ceih chic would hove been lpent on rood In the ehlence or rood

couponl. Food iCa'mpa lay not Lead to more rood purchelea tr houeehoLde limply

ule their coupQna to purchleo rood ttoma they _muLd have bought atth chair own

nancy tn the ab_lnce of rood etompa. Aa Long el total rood expenditures ere
lore then the value o_ the rood ltomp benefice, the rect that the benertte come

tn the rare or coupons lay not clean houeahaL_e to ipand lore or Chetr beneftta

on rood than they would ir the blnlftCa errtvad i· cain,

An exilpLe lay help lake thil clear. Conitder Ceo houlehoLdo, A end g, each or

which hal e grail eonChLy tncomo or s300 end each or whtch epende S90 per month

on food. N(w euppola foamily A racetve8 an additional S30 In income. _umtLy A

can choou to 8pand eLL, melee or none of that S30 co purcheea additional rood.
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Suppooo, else, :hat FamiLy 8 receives S3O _er month tn rood coupons. AL:hough

Chi coupons must be spent on Toed tend :hereby provide e potential Link between
coupons, food sxpandttureet end nutrtenc tntake], there ti nothing :o _reven:

FaintLy O free reducing the ceeb t: intended :o spend on food by :he entire S3O.

zr tt dtd oo_ FamiLy 9_a food purchases and nutrient tntake would ramatn
constant end tt would have an extra S:30 Co ammd on oCher things [or more

food]. ConlmquentLy, I household that recetvas food stamp coupons is no more
eons:ruined then a household that reootvam CaSh. because both can substitute

benefits for their own money.

Before the Food Stamp AGt of' 1977 e-Limtnated the purchase roqutrment (EPRJ,

aubeCamtteL n_ers of households per,t ciao,tog tn the program reuetved _upon

aLLotaleata (pert of .htch they had to pay for] in amounCe greeter thin Chi

smokers of emily they would have spent on food in the sboonce of rcod ecampe, l'j
Thuet tC ia oafs to aoouBa that before EP_, the program had et Least soma

tUoct mn food purohsooat although Chase effect, were probably substantiaLLy

Lower :him the face value of the coupons bsCauiHi of rltLiSl substituting coupon

purohal, ll for money purchases. Since ErR. the coupon aLLotments ecsc houleheLda
receive see Lees them the moumta they wsuLd normaLLy spend on rood. Among tho

eLderLy hmme_eLchl in the I_rvey pe4luLetton, for initiates average amnthLy rood
itamp iLLotmmta for perttctpeting faaiLtel ere epproxi,mteLy 134, ,4_ere_l

evaraHje feed e_kooldtturel ire tn ax:eeo of SaG. TheoreticaLLy, it LeisY, It te

far frei certain Chic Chi program presently has eny substantial tmpect on food
purckmNNle.

EffHH of tl_l program on nutritional intake ars even Lose clear ,)n theoretical

geeumdl. _nee-emd reid exwditurea do net neceelartty result tn a more

emtrtcteemLLy adequ_ta diet. Thue, svim ir the Food Staalp Pr'ogre increases

feed e3qMmdtC_rma, tta iWCt on nutritional weLL being any be negLigibLe.

The dtee_atim go ret hoe argued Chit there ers no effective conetretntl that

guarantee rood grasp b(maftCl wtLL IlgntrlcantLy tn:ramie food expenditures end

n.l:rtttoe_L Intake any ,me. than facies trimsfere would. This does not, of

CeMPINIpprove Chit lOCh tiNata cio nit occur. Zt ti quite _lltbLI Chit many
¢e&tLtl_l me/ _reaC food scampi differently from cesh tnc_aa in making :heir
purchasing dletsJOnl, ovlm though they era not compeLLed to do so. To r_e

exteet that Chts ts the ceeaf lubetttuttng caeh for coupons CouLd weaken _mpect8

of the program on food expenditures and dietary intake. The question of whether
food at,ae_ bame¢tta, either em coupons or ia cash, stgntftoontLy e_fect food

purchelel Ired dietary tn,eel il Oe_l Chic aL,iai:eLy euIt be lddreeaed by

oOeeeveng houeehoLd behavior wtth regard Co Chile vertebLil.

There hive been soy.esL empirical ICudtu of Chill 1SlUeS. Zn g.nereL, Chill

peat studies have found that tho impacts of the Food Stamp Program on food

expenditures end nutrient tntlke ere reLlttVSLy Lilt,Id. The SvltLabLl

ImptrtooL evidence hea been carefuLLy reviewed tn soma detail by Cwo different

aut_ora, Kenneth CLerkaon (1975} and Haurtcs Hac0oneLd (1977], who have wrtCtan
fluent boQke that provide overaLL avsLuetione of the _3od Stamp Progrm. Zn

suBwertzlng thts plat Literature, both authors conclude Chit the rvelLabLe

eYtchlnce suggests thsc t roe BOlt houaahoLde, :he usa or coupons aces no:

See I_cDonaLd [1977],
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cartier·tn food expendtCure4 Co be substantiaLLy graat·r Chen Choy would be tf
houlahoLci8 race'Jved equtvaLanC tncoma supptaeenCl. ]:n addition, t3oth conclude

Chac the progrm hal reLativeLy LtctLa, tf any, 1epcot on nucrtenc tncaki.

The I_udtmi rtYJewad by CLarkeon and _acOonaLd used data coLLected prtor to the

eLtlanegton of '.he purcheae raqutreaent rot food ecelpl. Aa di·ouased ·erLter,

Chtl change tn the progra- sub·canct·LLy mi·kened whatever itel exliCad baleen

foe· scamp bemeftce and food purchases. Thus tC te realonibLe Co expect Chat,

if they Ixt·C ·t eLL, Food Stamp Program tepacca an food expendtcurla end
nu_eteeC tnceke ere eemLLer now Chse they mira when Ch· eCudte· reviewed by
Chime ·uChorl wars dona.

NeAe o_ CAe itu·Jla on ehtch chi ·ave censLuatona wire based, hewever, focused

alNHffftcaLLy oa Chi ItdeeLyo The eurrmeC on&Lycra therefore provJdea ·n

opperCuntCy Co ·lease whether Fled SCamp Program tmpacc_ ere different for thin
grmip se weed wtCh Chela obiErvad for the food Ita-p caseload cekan ·· a
INeLI.

SURVEYRESPONSES Pregral pirCtclpence interviewed durtng CAe lurYey ware asked hoe they CheughC

RI_aAROZ_ PRe6/UU4 ChG pregelm affel_id Chi seouAc ·ed quality or chetr food purchi·e·. In
ZHPACT$ ON FOOD W¶ctan, perCtcipenca ac cai·newt atoll w_,o had been tn Chi program prior Co

PURCHASES ceekaiC meet &eked _aiChir they Cha_C that ewttchtng from coupene Co checkl
.hed.erreetM chert feed pMrchlse,,

ReepiAeel Ce auek queaCtonl euet be Interpreted rich cauCton blca-u many
per_¢fpewce My hlv· had dtfftcaJLCy cM_cepCueLtztng what Ch·tr ahopptng

p_lr.1.)r/14 eld hive been In the W of Chi Food SCamp Program or what the

reel at,em ef caNme_c _ere. Ngverch6Leea, chiew daCe provide cna Indication

Gf pee6fbke progrse errants ga Chloe key ouCCela leelurei.

Here OhM half tho ample mamber· Indicated Chic Chair food ·Camp benetton

tnieled cham Ce buy mere toed or better quaLtty rood then they veuLd have

pMflMmmd in Ch· emma of foe· ST',aip benefice [TabLe VXZZ.1]. Sixty-one

peeMC reperCed ·n tncreewl tn cha seeueC of food bought la · reeu_ of
bem)f'tCe, e#JLi 34 pircamc repercad I_rehaltng batter queLtCy rood,--

ALceqWcherf 63 percanc reperced cheC etcher quantity and/or quaLtCy had
t_lmd. Of cha ramltntng raapendenCet eoec reporC·d chat Chatr food

pMa-eM)amawere uneffacCed by pregr-- participation, etch only 3 percent

e_er_tng · daarilse tn ameunt or quaLtCy. OeeenlCraCJon lice and coipertsen

ItCe parctctpance dtd ncc dtfrer eublCancJiLLy tn Chair rllpensei Co Chal.i
queet, t onl,

Ii,Em liked ehecher the ImtcGh froe coupon· Co checks hid al. cared chetr rood

purekaseit imiC rmipondence at deeonaCreCton Ittes indicated that thin had ncc

beEm the case, Al ·hewn tn TabLe VZZI.2, 80 percent of the raipandence laid cha

alaeunt of food they purGheled el· Cha ia, ii attar the mettch, end 8g percent

"The lurvay ii daacrtbed brtafLy in the Introduction Co Chapter V! end tn .ore
daCetL tn VoLuae XZZ.

_/The data tabulation, reported tn chin eacCton are wetghCed uitng the ,lighting
facT. crt daacrtbad in VoL,,,-a Z:]:, Appendtx A.
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TABLE VIII.1

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF F'QODSTAMP 6EHEF_'T$
ON FOODBUY'ZNGAMONGPROGRAMPART=CZPANT$

Demonotret1 on Coat=aM8on
St ta SI te

Per_t ct pantz -_/ Participants b-/ Total

1. Ef'f'eo'_ on Amount of' Food

Mere 59Z 61Z 81Z

Lima 3 2 a

Soo 38 37 37

2. Et'feel; on Quottty o¢ Food

9otter 33 31 34

Same 65 65 65

3. PercenTage Who Reported 9.,ytng Etther Here

Food or BoOter OaoLtty FOod 62 64 63

4, Percentage Who Reported 9uytnq Efthmr IJol

Food or Lower (_Ul[tr.y Food 4 3 3

-&/Booed on 734 obotrvai. Ctono.

9/Baled on 755 oblorval_ton$.
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TASI.E VZIZ.2

I:l_l_ EFFECTS ON FOOD I_ROt.Z_ES.
am/

OF SlY2"TC_IINGFRON STAMPSTO C_-IEC]_

PBrcen rage

1. Effecl', on _moun: of I=ood

Here 7

Ijie 13
Same 80

2, Effect on OueLt_y.or Food

Better 5
Lower 8
Same 8g

3, Perc_t&=.e Who Reported Buytng £?ther More
Feed or Better Oua_tty F_cd g

_L, P_r_Mtig_ Who Re_orted._uytnq Etther Lex
Fot_d Or ].Owllr OuaLtCy Fooci 15

"_'8iled on 592 oburvettonl.
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reported buying the a-..e quality food. Of the mtnortty of respondents ,ho
reported having changed their rood purchase· as a result of the aw_ch _c

chackl, 9 percent believed chef C_e amount and/or quality of the feed they
bought had increased and 18 percent believed the amoun_ and/or quality of Chair

food purchasel had decreaMd.

]NPACTS ON R30D Oats on rood expenditures warm coLLected aa pert of cbs eLigibiLity/
E_PE_BX'T_RES participation tntervt_l duHng Chi ruiner end early feLL of 1981. The bestc

lurYay tnstruliAt quistton w.t ch regard to toed expenditures ale patterned attar

· statler quartos tn the 1072-73 ConauBar Expenditure Survey conducted by the
U.S.. Bureau et Lmbor g_ttattml. The question asked respondents to altimaca

_s_r_eL m_hLy fold purc_aitl) IncLuding those mede with food stamp
benefits.

During preliminary eAsLyeta of the survey data. eYtdencs luggaeted that many

rlepefidi_ta lay not hive fuLLy understood the question. In particular, tt ,aa

found _het for the coepert lon lt te date, _portad food purchases were negatively
cortffL_tuid fft_ told i_dep bonos atQunta.'v One pasetbLa explanation for the

pittir_ observed tn the dial tl ?.hit it the comparison IttSi, where food st.--p

_N_K'tts arm t leu ed el mnlf lime rupondanta may not have IncLuded food
beMght etth GeMpeAI tn _J_atr lAll/erl. Furthermore. dilcuiltoA8 about thta issue

_t_h tnta_vtsemra abe hsd warked on the tnt tteL survey revealed that the
tntmrYtewlre believed the tnt tteL question to have been e confuitn9 one ,htch
C,uLd hive L_L te rel_endan_ error.

M · result of _hela ftndtnge, i decision ems made _o retort:act those aLl gtbLl

rel_Nlndentl _he oeuLd bi flashed by telephone in an attempt to obtain more

auurata tnfor_wlttoa. Zn these clLLbsc_l, the initial question about feed

axpe_dt rural ail repeated tn a seM_hat simplified fo_B ,lthout mentioning food

l_411pl, 'rheR i elrtee of Itru_urld probes was used to ensure _hl_ food bought
wtth reid atmp ]_neftt. ,Nil IncLuded tn the rupQndenta' titterer et their

tM I)Mrcheeei. Zt lei fMd during Chtl pre=trig that 16 percent ct

per,tGI pinta at dieenatrl=tOn lites and 23 percent of participants at colpart_on
lites did not fuLLy IncLude purchase· made with food scaBp bens_tte tn C_e_r

l_lllrl to the initial caLLback quaitton until after they were aakld to do lo

dM_tng the foLLow-upprobing. Thte provides additional evidence that the data

ob_atned tn the tnttteL lurvey ney bi tnaccurlti_ wtth ch8 arrOrl tn l_e data
being correlated ,tth Gsehout vlrlul nonoaehout l_atul.

Given this evidence, the analysts of f_od expsndt aurae for Chis report has been

baaed on CJ_I data coLLected in the caLLback· rather Chin on the original date.

A Ltmt_ltton of _hese data: for the purposes of the _neLyata t, that thts

clktbsck Interaction is apPLicabLe to e.pertod eeYaPIL months Later than the

4/

'-/Tht, effect perateted evin when using regression analysis to control for the

ef_ecte of other vlrtabLel:_hat ltght be correLateG with 0cch participation and
rcr3d expenditures. Such _ _eeuLt wes contrary to theoretical sxpectattone and
wis sLID different rrol the c_?raspondtng result for caihout Si tee. The effect

!si round both tn analysts et ILL rood expenditures including food purchala_ and
eaten outside Cbs hole and ILia in analysis Ltmt:ed :o foo_ eaten at _ole.
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ocher houlehoLd Information tn Chi dice aeC. Thus, Chi expendtturee asttwltal

Chic were -,Bed tn Chi analysis lust be ytewed al prqxiei for Chi true

expendttureo at Chi ttai Chi oCher dace were coLLected. However, 1c ti LikeLy
chat for BOOt Or the eLderLy houeehoLdm tn Chi iu_vly population, JnGome dace

and other Information coLLected during Chll_uLL lur_e¥ would nnC have changed
lubetan_tiLLy during the foLLowing monChe." ]t tl there(ore rolionebLa to
beLteve Chit Chi ruuL:J of Chi anaLyetI blawd on the oaLLbeck data ire not

lubiCanttaLLy effected by Chi difference tn the pirtodl co which Chi dice am

appLicabLe.

Dtfr&reniea between perttctpmnca end nonperttctpenta tn average monthly food

I_Md¶tUrWl mr_ Ih_ tn TIbLe VZZZ.3. Znterelr. tngLy, et bach Chi

damameVr_Ctn, end Chi e(xapetleen itCelf ivlrlge rood expiwndt_rll rot

por_totpe_t, were leleWhlt Lower tn the raw deca Chew chou of nonperttctpimtl,

lLthe_gh Chi dtffeMowI be_wn perttctpeAtl and nonperttctplnca Ire not

ICattitteaLLy significant tn etcher ca)ea.

Zn elowiatng the differences tn the raw data repertid tn Chi CabLe, tt IhouLd be
noted that &tmpLe wr4amne of average expenditure LeveLs m&y be ItiLeldtng

/ Ch_ M net tam t_o io_uwt the feet ch_ oCher varlmbLel, IncLuding
tel Md hoqmehlLd &tzar lay be cerraLeted etch _lSh fo_d expendlturee aumd

pe__on. _ Chi praline eniLywti, ret tnlt_ea, tn_me ti _ItttveLy
omrreLe_ et-Ch ex_n_M led negatively enrolL&tX etch participation, amd
_t& te _t La4_l_ pert of chi rein for Chi rutglttve reLIttnn&hlp fn the raw

data, bqit_eeA _xpMMtlurel end perCtotpeCtow.

Te am_rvL _or me e_tlecs et t'nMe MM ether vartMiLoI, regrueton equlttona

mef_l run tn latch Chi dependeat vertlkLo warn unChLy food Ixpendtturee ud the

t_depeMMItt Yere'M)_M lc,GLoried · 1 tO tndtomtor of pregram Icatul; houlehoLd
tm tn dlLLlrwj-- Mid · number of other vwrtibLel Chit may affect rood
eWtti_ly tncL_tng Iix end rim cf Chi hM Of Chi heueehoLdt etze of the

houeeheLd, Loeattoa or Chi heui, lheLdf amd wk,lCher Chi heuuheLd reGetved S32.

'_'_I_l#llldMItl _,hlt chortle the caLLback tn_wrYteWe_ rlp_rtld houiehoLd itziI Chat

wire different rrna thwtr ortgtnaL tntwrYtane8 were excluded from chi anlLyltl.

A_rextHteLy 5 _rc_mC of Chi caLLbeck tnterYtawi were eLtmtMcad from Chi

_Lyltl for Cht e reeMm,

_/The I_ml gl'oil 1nellie vartabLe uIaid rot h iLtgtbtLt_ ooLcuLatlonI re_rted

tn Ghepcar VZ vail used tn chi regrfietonl. Zt tl eillntleLLy Lei: lonch'I

tncoem Inet counttng Chi value of rood stamp beneftca]_ eodtrtod by any changee
expected tn chi coming .cnCh concerning trawl rlootvld tn Chi previous month.

The lampte o_ houawhoL_a ulid tn the regrueton tncLudel eLigtbLe houuhoLdl for
.hiGh lufrlotent tnGoml and deducttona dace were avaiLabLe Co determine Food

Stamp Prcgraw eLigibiLity. Hliatng deca on tnco,,e 1taws believed Lt_Ly 1:0 be
miLL were treecld II ,cern. Celel itch wiutng oaca on important income items

were excluded _rom chi anlLyltI. (See VQLI _Z, Appendtx F for decatLI

regarding Chi crtcarti uled tn excluding houlehoL_hl etch milling taGGed data.]
HouelhQLdl wlCh itiltnq dice on any of Chi vcrtabLeI oCher Chin tnGome were

excluded f_l ch4 llllLyiJi. Food Stamp Program pe.-ttctpanca who, on the hajji
Of chi lu_ey dace, appeared to be _noLtgtbLe f'or the program wire elan IxcLuMd
fro_ Chi _ca let.
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Tee sampling vartahLeey whether tho household returned an aLtgtbtl, tty screening

·,all questionnaire and whether the household wee In the phone aaapLe, were also
tnoLuded to controL.for pesat.bLe effects or =he am,pLe stretif.tcattan.

The fourth column tn TabLe VZIZ.3 shows estimated participant/nonparticipant

dtf?arancea, if_ir uetng ragreuton anaLySts Co c_ntroL for the eff.ects of other

variables that Bight be expected to affect expenditures. Aa shmln tn the ta0Li,

after controLLing f,or cheil oCher variables, the eetleetad effaces oi' program
participation on food axpendt'.urae ere pnatttvl et both the comparison end the

daminltratton Ittal. Food expenditures ere sitteeted to be $4.57 higher, on

lverago, f.or F_irttctpentl thlA f.or nonparticipants 8t comport/dan ii tie and $1 .B1

higher es demonstration atlas. Neither of thila eattlatal, however, 1i
statisticaLLy significantly dlff.erent r_3- zero fn the specification of tho

re_ramston equetton on whiG# CaL--n 4 of TabLe VZZZ.3 ts baaed. Furthe_ore,
the dtff.erinca beC,un the aottl, ltid el'tecta ta 8Lac not statisticaLLy

stgntrrtcint. Thul, while Chile reluLtl suggest e alight tendency for the Food

Stamp Progrll to have greeter eft.acco aC the coapart_n Stems uS compared wtth
the clthout atlas, the dtf,ference between the amtlaated ef.f.icta ti quits smaLL

[14.57 minus $I.81, or S2.76] and ti net acattlttcaLLy atgntrtclnt.

The ceepLete regruaton results on which the f.ourch COLUmnof TabLe VZZZ.3 ta

booed ire displayed in TabLe vr_z.4. Aa IhoNn tn the T_lbLe, tnc_=aef household
Itze, the heed o1' the house,oLd being BaLe. end a rural Location aLL have

piitttvl eft.acta on f.oed axpeadtturaa. The heed of. the houlehoLd betng black ta

negatively correlated etch oxpiAdtCures.

T_Le V_ZZ.$ preeMtta chi ree_Lta o1' regression equations in whtch participation

tn Chi prlgr_- is rure_lmted 8e the food Itamp bonus silents of participants.
[The vertabLe ts eec equal to zee1 f.or noepe,rttctpence.] _' These regreeaionl

ire of. tnCereir_ becauakl tnoLuiton et the deL'Lot value orr feed stamp banal'tea tn
the retruitone makes tC peeotbLe to c_mupare the -argtneL t,_lCt on f.ood

expefidtCural of en additional doLLar's worth of. food stamp benefits [provided il

cooping or caoh] etch the NrgtnaL 1apace of. enocher doLLar of ordinary income.

EeCtwated coe1'f.tctente on the bonus amount variable can be interpreted as

Ihewtng how much in additional doLLar of. food iCMIpi thOrOSeal food
expe, dtturam. The coefficients on the tnouBe tara can be Interpreted tn a

corresponding manner. For Instance, the eetteatad coef.rrtctent of. .12 on the'

f.ood ICamp benl1't_ vartl, bLa tn the f.'lrlt. ¢oL-.,,n of' Chi CabLe indicates thee lC'
comparison lttel in additional doLLar o1' ?mid stamp benettca ta eitlmated to

result tn in tncramud f,ood expenditure of 12 cents.

Al shags tn the table, the estimated e1'1'aot of food stamp beneftta ramatne

poitttve vhen the program ta represented by the bonus amount variable, end tn

thta equl_ton specie'tootles the program coat.fittest for demonstration Ittel ti

statisticaLLy Itgntf.tc.nt. However, examining the results of chis specification

highlights the fact Chic the llttietad tBpa_Ct 01' _0od Stamp beneftta is quite
smelt. _3r coepertson lttam, the eettBlted affect ta 12 cents par doLLar of
banal'Jcl, while f.or demonstration lites it ia 17 cents. The demonstration Itte

GOif.f,tctant tt a_attattclLLy atgntf.tcant; chat Ocr the Colperiloh lite ti n0t.

1-'/Food Itamp bonus amounts have been eattoated on the bait's of' the tncoBe,

household etza, end deductions data obtatned during the survey.
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TABLE vl'rZ.3

0]:FFERE_ICESTH MONTHLYFOODE:_EHOZTURESBETWEEH

PARTZCZPANTSAND NONPARTICIPANTS

(l) (2} (3) (4)
Flew.0eta Difference After

Non- ControLLtng for

Perti o- Patti c- Otfree- Erfmctm of 0}her
ti)ante tpance ence Vert ebLear'

C_part,an Sttas 182.52 198.15 l--5.63 . 14.57
(4.4) _' H .le)

0eeonacrmtton Stte, $62.95 $98.07 I-5.12 Sl ,81

(I .as) [.43]

l/Sea TabLe VZZT.4 end Apiaamdtx M for fuLL ragrHtton reauLta.

L_/AIIIIlalLuta vaLula Of I; I:ICtlr. tCI lire ilhOwn {riparlrlthalal.
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TABLE VIII.4

Rr_RESSION ANALYSIS OF THE OETERMINANT$

OF MONTHLY FO00 E_XP_OITURES

USING 1 tO INDICATOR OF P.qOGP_ PARTICIPATION

[l) (2)

Exp Lenetor¥ C_pert eon Oemonm_rmtt on
¥art ab Lee St _es St_mm

I ,0 indicator of Pood Stamp 4,57 1.81
Progrmm perttcipi_ton [1 o18] (0.43_

Zncael tn doLLmr, 0,07 s 0.04

[3.16] [1,64]

1,0 1nd1 cetor of houieha Ld 28.29 s 33 ·44*

mtzm greeter then 1 (_.2_] [4.9Q]

%fO tndtcltor of mhether 2S.188 15.57'

hemd Of heueeheLd t, meLm [5.07] [3.08}

I ,0 Indicator of ghither -7.97 -9.84 e

heed of heemmhoLd tm btick [1.78) [2,35)

9,0 tnd4cm_or of rural Loe4tto_ 1.90 6.26

(0._] [1.34]

1,0 indicator ?or New York NA 14.91 s

DelonmtriCion mt tm [3.00]

1,0 tndJcltor ?or New York 7o79 NA

Compert men St ce (1.75]

1,0 indicator for South CaroLtne NA 1.34

· monicrici on mtCm (0.29]

1,0 Jndicetar ?or Soul;h CaroLine 10.55 t NA

CamperJeon ii Ce [2.26]

1,0 Indicator ?or Oregon NA NA
- OemoneCracion mtCe

1,0 Indicator of receiving SeZ 8.70 -5.01
[1.as) il.al )
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TabLe V[ZZ.4 [Continued]

Hi (;}

Exp Lanecor? Co-pa rt son DronecraCt on
Vert abLas StCea Stcae

110 tndtcltor o¢ having returned 11.81 e -6.7B

..at L Icreener quiet1 onnat re [2.30] [1 .Ta,]

1,0 tndtcltor of betng tn 3.51 1.4

CaLe_ana sm.pLa mtraCua [0.47] [0.17]

_niCanC tarn 44.4' 72.76"

[3.98] [5,9e)

Main of Oepeadent Ver4abLe 94,4g 94,81

SampLe Size 705 GU

R2 0.23 0,20

NOTESI NA z nec appLicabLe.

AbeeLuCl vaLuea of 1; aCcel Il;l ca are lhown in para. Chelae.

A_Certaks tndtceCe Chat coefftctenta ara ItattltJceLLy significant

mmtng I .05 Level tee-taiLed talC.
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TABLE VIII.5

REGRESSIONANALYSIS OF THE DETIE_MINA_TS

OF _THLY FOOl E_(PENDITURES

USING FO00 STAHP BONUSAHOUHTAS ;_OGRAIdVARIABLE

(1) (a] (3)
ALL

Exp Linetor¥ Coepe ri son Deionotratt on S1Cai

¥iri ablea Sttea SiCmo PooLsd

Food It_p bonus leoun_ .12 .17 e .14'

in dollars (1.58] (2.33] (2.76]

Zncoeo tn dollars .0S e ,OS t .07 $

[3.4;) (;.2;] [4.25]

1,0 Indicator of houoahoLd _.16 e 29,66 ° 26,27'

stzl greiter then I [3.S6] [4.28} (5.33]

1,0 indicator of whether 25.91 ° 15o07 ° 20.36 °

heed of houNhold ti mill (5.04] {3.0O] (5.68)

1,0 Indicator of whither -8.19 -9.58' -6.86 ·

heed of haul,hold ti black [1.80] [2.35) [2.94)

1,0 indicator of rural Location 1.93 6.56 3.76

(,441 (I .41 ] (1 .;_l

1,0 indicator for New York gA 15.00 ° 14.0S'

0eeonotr itt on 8i ti (3.03) [3.03 ]

1,0 indic, liar _or Mil York ?.sa NA ' 7,SS
Comport Ion lite [I .71 ) (1.75]

1,0 indicator for South Clroltne NA 1.36 4.67

Olmonitrlti Gm It ti (0.30) ( ,42]

1,0 indicator 1'or South Car_Ltna 10.90' NA 10.66 °

Compartlon Itt. [2.34] [2.51 )

1,0 indicator for Oregon IdA IdA .4

0Mlanatratlon It tm (.11]

1,0 indicator of receiving SSI 9.03 = -6.41 1.29
(1.9g] [1.37] (.3g)
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TebL. ¥IZ_.5 CCanc_nuid)

(1] [2] (3]
ALL

ExpLsnetor¥ Coepert llorl DMionl_.rlltt on ;3t tis
Vert _bLes St _e8 St tee I_a Led

1,3 Indicator or hmvtng rmturnecl 11.53 s -6oE1 1.37

mit L screener que_sttonnat re [2.25} (1.72] [ .36]

1 tO tndtcstor of betng tn 3.93 2.Q3 2.83
tsLunens =mpLe =%ruLe, (.52) (.23] {.50]

Conitmnt term 4Q.ET* 65.00' 51.88'
[3.48] ($.!s] [s.ss]

Hain of Depender VertahLu 94.48 94.81 94.55

S4epLe Stze 705 686 1,390

R2 ,23 .21 ,21

N_FESs NA · nat appLicabLe.

AbeeLute vetuis o? t itettst4, cl ire shown In parentheles.

Alti_tikl tndtcste that coefficients ere ItattettcaLLy eight ftc, ne
ustng· .05 Level twl-tsJLed test.
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The COlparebLe ell'ocli of an additional doLLar o1' income aC compertson and

demonstration mica1 Ire eight cents and mtx cants, respectively. BaCh era

Illll ICi col Ly miGnt1'l cant.

For both typee o1' lJtil_ Chi elCtmated cosf1'tcten_ on the bnnue --aunt vsrtBbLe

ie eoeawhmt Larger thin Chit eiaoctated with the income variable, thus providin G
icone evidence chic (.ood scampi icy have e greeter impact on rood expenditures

_han does regular tncome. FOr Instance, the reeuLCs suggest Chic sc comparison

still, an additional doLLar o1' 1'cod stamp benefits thoroseal food expenditures

by (.our cents nors (tweLve cents si compared with eight cants] Chin doss e
doLLar thOriUm tn tnGeet. Zn notcher cai, bowater, are chi eitteetld

dt1'feronsea between the ef_eCa o1' income and Chi effect8 oF food stamps
st_ gram tepacca an food expendtcur'

Aa dtlcuoeed Ibcvse the elCte_iCed impact o1' load eCaepl eC the caehout mtCea ti

ueewqmlt higher than Chat It the comparieon stile when Chi equecton
lpec_ftcatton that SncLudol Chi bonue amount variable 1i seed. However, the

dill'nra, naa Je not I_acJottcotLy significant, end tt Nami unLikeLy Chic CemhOOCl

ekech weekeal l_hl ltnk of (.aid scalp beneftti to food IxpandtCurel and nucrtent

1Itek4, would rli_Lt la greeter program ell'ecOa. Thus, tt ts roaionlbLe to
c_l_Lulkl l_lC Chi dtf1'i_*imt eettlHited JipHiote between the OolhCUC lad the

cM_ertien sties ira, tn aLL LtYaLthecd, due to sMIpL_ng er_or. The ubove

irgumeeta ire thus cenalltanC each chi hypotheete Chat luttchtn G from coupons Co

cam doe4 net iuJetMsCtlLLy iLttr the effects ot' chi Food Stamp Program on food
exN_L1 _Jrei,

_t 1i of tnCo_oeC ce pool the deCa across the dt1'1'arenC typoe of aSCii end co
MSINtl Chi tWIts o1' lam limp b_etiCe wtCh Chi GoebJfild sample, thio

tnereeaJ,l C_ preItitoo ef the per_iCer iaCtmaCel by tncroam_n G the avaiLabLe
WLI lize.-- Tho Chard column o(. TabLe VIZI.5 dtiPLmye the rlluLte of this
rotroeatam. _ul IkMm, tho eitJBatad effect of the progrm tn thtI reGrellion ti

that omb deLLor of iddtttoML beIeftta rliULCI in 14 mere clntl ipint on food.

Thta eltteltld effect tl statisticaLLy etgniftcent and te twice Chi estimated

I1'1'MrC 0t' a one doLLar tni_reMkl tn regular income. However. chi difference

bel_HHm the belie lewrC perimeter end the tncomi parameter 1i nec stictittoaLLy
I4 git 1'telna.

OYerlLLf chess reluLCal prQvtde mubetanCtaL evidence that the Food Scamp Program

tncreaelI rood exp_ldtturel. Theft ti also some ivtchlnci chit the impact of oil

doLLar of progrml bolla'JCl .my be greeter tAan Chic of one doLLar of ordinary
1neomac bit Chte Latter roamLt ti not stittmctceLLy Itgntficant.

l_/An F tilt of chi hypocheItl that chi coefficients ire the ia,il foils to reject

chtl hypochaet I.

_%n perfuming the pooled roGrolIton, Beparscl 1,O vlrtebLel were included for
each Itte to aLLow for crete--IiCi variation tn expandttural. An F cesc was

pir1'orled to cut Chi hypochlaJi Chic oburved bihmvtor me modeled tn Chi

rlgrlaltQn ual tho lime f'or bQch Oho caih_u_ end non.-ciahouC sills, The cast

fstLed to reject Chta hypochaitm mt tho .05 s_;ntftcancl LeveL, CAul providing

additional evtdince that pooLtng tm appropriate.
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The ragreilton result, imply theC aC the main value, of the relevant variables.

a 1 perc_)C rtsa In income tncraa,ee food expenditures by approximately .24
percent. '_ Thio aLaeCtctty esCteite ts mithtn Ch_ -lOg, of eLaeCtctttee found in

ocher aCudtal of food axpendttural by Low income ua,hoLds. Using Bureau of
iai)or Start lOtto Consumer Expenditure Survey da c, or 1973-74, WeeC

[forthcoming] aattlitad an eLalCtctty of food expendituru with relpecC Co

income on the order of .I0. Hymane and Shapiro [1976]_ ultng panel dace. found

an aLelCtctty of .32 for Low income houeehoLde.

EFFECTS OH NtJTR]:ENT

INTAKE

Delcri pti on cf Oil_l mHth w#tch Co IxlJtna pr,gram afflct, a on dietary tncikl mar, coLLecCdd from

Ditl mmdemLy--choeen mm. ri of the eLderLy haul.hoLds included in the

eLigibiLity/participation .u_vay. A 24-hour recaLL HthodoLogy wal ueed, in

mhtch r_pendentl ..ri caked to rapers aLL of their food and beverage

conlue_cton for the day prior to the murray. The Interview tncLuded ItrucCured

probing qu. sCtona to help reeponde"Cl recaLL Chair coneumptton al accurately il
_amtbLm, lad rill_andente elctmated per,ton atzee uetng I two-dimenmtoneL vimueL
mddtL fMHi pertion guide. The I'oed information mai converted to nutrient intake

dmtl uatng cadtng procadure" end computer Iof_mara adapted from thoam uled in
Chi Hlu)Lth Md NuCrttion Exmtnatton Study [HANES) conducted by the U.S.

Cklpar_.tc of' HeaLth ,u_d Human $ervtcii. The data cQLtlctton proc. dural Ira
dtllullkedin detail in VoLume Z[T.

TN mpMrr_i of Ch. dice .houtd be noted. First, mince only one day of dali ii

ill! LeaL. fir eeGh ramponde"t, the dace are moil appropriate for InaLyztng

&ver_lm l_t_Lkl of nutrients rl_her thin analyzing percantagll of pirione lilting

adequacy el:Mqderdl. The reH_n ia Chic huCrteaC lnCikl ia known to very
IM)ecahctaLLy from day ti day. Thulf tndtvtduaLa whelm dtatl Bey appear to be

bile,, idequee¥ itandardl on .ny give. day uy have plrfaotLy adequate dtitl when
fm)c cd_meu-pCton over I Longer plriod of eta. ii ax--tn.d, and thte could

Itgalftc_.IC_ affect mn enlLylii of peroantlgii of tndtvtduaLI lemttng adequacy
itl_derdl. --

Thio difficulty deal not art.i, ho.ever, when average nutrient intmkl$ ara
conetclerad. Tn enlLyetl baled on iv.rage nutrient tnCakdmt tndtvtdueLa mhd

hlppln to hive unulUlLLy high viLual of nutrient conlumpCton on the day o_ their

tnterYt., haL.nco out thoam lt_ plrttcbLIrLy Lol vlLcal. The riluLt ia Iverlge

.l_tlNitel th_) Itl not bt.led by _he variability of individual daily
conl--ptlon.'=r For thtl reeennt Chi anlLyltl of the data CoLLected for the

I/
_The eLeittctcy of food expandtturel, F, with reap. ct to incoml, Y, lei

computed Il the derivative or food ixplnd[turel etch rllpaCt to tncome divided
by the recto of the two vertebLli, (.e.i al [dF/dY)/[F/Y}. The [dF/dY] term mai
caLcuLatid Ii .07t Chi alClmltad coefficient on income in Chi Chit. coLu. n of

TabLe V[[[.5. The term CF/Y] lei calculated al [$94/$3_1}.

-2/ Sea lurk and PaD [1976].

3-/More technicaLLy, the raelon that one-day recaLL can Lead to biased tumults

Ihen focultng on eh. Chef or hoc adlquicy rectal ara met ts that ultng Chit

outcome me.aura effectively truncitle the dtacrlbutton of nucrtent tnca_ at 100

pitt"nc of the adequacy standard. Thuiy high obaervaCtone cannot totaLLy
balance Low obaarvattonl. No such truncation occurl when LeYeLI of intik_ are

examined.
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I/
current study has focused ;hJe_'_y on LeveLs ol' nutrient tntaJcu. '_

It ehouLcL also be noted thet_ se daacrtbed tn VoLUme II, Appendtx J, the average
nutrtent tn.ski LeveLs round tn the current study tend to be approximately 7

percent Lamer then corresponding estimates obtetned rot Lam Income eLderLy

potions ages 65-74 in the HANES survey performed by the U. S. Department o1,
HeaL'.hr Education, end WeLfare {197g) tn the early 19708 end about 19 percent

Louer than thou round for Leu tnc_ue persona over 64 year. old tn , 1977-1978

U.S. Deportment or AgricuLture [USOA] survey [1982].

There ire several passable POliOnl rot thole dtrrerenoel. First, es discussed

in VoLume _Zr the lntarvteoing protocols and dot8 proceottng eel,ewers used tn
the ourrsmt survey were., for the last pert. patterned or,er *.hoes used I_y

HANES, Thus, tt is LtkeLy thee · substantial shore or the dt1,1,srencaa between

the rlmuLts or the current survey end thou et' the USOA survey era not _ue to
ractoro unique to the current survey, ouch so tho uen 0¢ e telephone

tntsrYteltng ,ethodeLogyr but re,her are due to differences ._abeon the HANES

end USOA methedeLogtu. Zt t8 not currently pe_tbLe to determine whether the
HANES or USO& j)roeedurlxl omi the mere accurate.

Another f'eotor thee should be oenatdared ts seeoontL coneuuptton ps,terns. Most

of the tntervtM rot tho luff.at i_udy Nra conducted during the sumner o1,

1961 I the' USDA _drVey ,qMs oeeductad durtng Hove. bar 1977 to March 1978, end tho
HANES survey .Nil Dandle,ed over eLL Saloons over e muLti-year ported.

_ntorYtOgefe reported thl_ mmy roopemdenta tn the currant study reua_d that
tt NM Just too hit to eot" when smd about their reed censumpttonr-' and thta

c_mLd h_we hod e dmm_JPd erfl_ o. rood Gonlulpttonr particuLarLy wtth regard
Co eeLsrte and protein tn,aM.-' Dote cenl%ite(qt =tth thts peM_btLtty are
prMmfitod tn VoLume ZT. AppeA_tx -_. _ra tt ti Ihoun that 1,3r each or the ntne

nutrients &tudted. canoumlsttoe LeveLs were Lower on days when the htgh

tlmlk)rl_tur, ese 8ff degrees or Bert. As dtlCUlsed tn Appendix J. the dtrrarencal

I/
--ResuLts o1, probit i,iLylle of percAmtege o1, respondents who wac adequacy
stAnOir_i &re presented tn ¥OLmN [_. Appandt x J,

P"/lt =houl. d be noted-that the HANES date rot Bott nutrients other than calories

Ired protein lay theoaeLvee underestl_ts currant oonl_pttofi LaveLa, The reeeon

il that the HANES deco sero coLLected In the early 19708r arid there ti evidence

free the pertodtc USOA lurYeyO the, coneuuptton LeveLs or most nutriento o_har

then c_Lo_lel and protein hove bean rtatng. Xowaver, the HANES intake aettsetea
ira. in generaL. Lamer then even those obtained, tn an aarLter 1965-_6 USDA

survey done prtor to HUES. Thio suggests Chat even el,tar chon,tug consumption
te tak_Bn Into lCCOUnt_ there ire dtrferenoea be,loon HANES_nd USOA prQceOuraa

that Lead tO significantly different in,ak4 estimates, i

_/Thti Ual particuLarLy true et the Oregon iici. which axpi.-tenGed record htgh:

tempera,uric during pert. of the survey period, i
i

4/
--On the other hendr the negetlYS el,recto o1, Chi heat way h_ve been partiaLLy

orrut by poutbCa post,tva 8treats from 1'rash fruits and vegetables being
iYItLI_LI during the su_ler months.
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were oufflctantLy Large to suggest _ha_, on average, nutrient lntakl recorded tn

Chi aurYay lay have been approximotaLy 5 percent Lower than t t would have _een
tf none of the inter-clews had oaken pLaCe on days wtth htgh tBBperaturee,

Zt lhouLd be noted that, ltrtctLy Ipeektng_ those date cannot be interpreted et

directly showing the effect of having conducted the tn;erYtewl over the summer.
Rather thee, dote show between-day variation within the summer month,, The
tabulations thee demonstrate _hat within 'The aU,Clef monthev hotter days tend Co

Lower consumption, but they da not provide direct evtdence regarding the

Pela-tbtLtty _het overaLL pittlr_e of nutrient tntikl Bey be Lower LoP higher} tn
_he lUBBer ae cmared frith other _tBe8 of the year. Zt ii poBetbte at the

coo_lptuaL LIvI£ thor the- affect o_ having Interviewed during the Iumler could

be _tCher greeter or Lesser thin the 5 percent estimate iuggestad by the
tMIMLittoei. Naver_-_aLes8, Ch. data ere at Lesit cenltitent wt:h C_e

PeeitbtLtty that observed Lev,La of tntakl were Lower biceuoa of iumler
t n_rYtewtng.

ALnq9 the leBpLe of eLderLy pereono for the current study ts somewhat different

frei tAqoUSDA ample. The IvitLlbLl USOA chit. tnoLude iLL LOW tncoee eLderLy
pdH_ene; the ourre_ survey wis Ltetted to food stamp aLtgtbLe eLderLy Living tn

haul.heLd" wtth na lllerl under 65 years old. rt lena LtklLy that eLderLy

PerLe(ltl i_y, off iv,rage, have ecG.ac to Bari end better food when they arc

Living in Larger heuleheLchl that include younger lelbers ii weLL.

Anslher possibility, hewer.e, te _at leal toed conwtton ,ay have been

undirrepertid tn _he currMt a_u_vey. There ti no fey to eocertetn wheTA_er thtl:

ii _a caN. Zt ti tepe_tint to note, how. reft that even tt acme underreperttng

dtd omrt there ti no releen _4 ba.Lliwe _hot tt effected any of the kay

eeetLuatenl of the es, Lye.ti. The re,ion to that _he rOGUOOf _e WloLyits ti

on _tie_l of dtetar_ tntakl beef, an groupl of tndtvtdueLi, such ii
ceeb, rime bee pro,r-- parttctpeA.tl Md nonparticipants or cowperteoni

bff_eeen pertictpefita receiving Cllh end Perttctpenta receiving couponl. Even it

Ieee umddrraperttng occurred tn _. survey _here ti no resign Co believe tt

NuLd have co.erred cliff.rea,taLLy Hrl men, 8eel of _hBee grcup8 re,her than
othlra.

AnaLytic Hethodo Tm, basic epproechel have been uled in the enaLyatl of pro, re offices on
nutrient tntakm. F_rit, differences tn ay.rog, voLuea of nutrient tntaknl for
pregrm participants ee operated wtth non'participants hove been ex--teed and
forget dt_ferenu of nasal ts.to have been used to elleli the statistical

significance ct' observed dlfflrencee. Because tt ti poeetbti thee pro,ri

effects lay be different depending on whether benefftl 8re distributed il

couponl or Il checks, _ha InaLyiJl hie been performed separately for co-peMeon
and dilgnitretton I1 tie.

A PetantteL difficulty with _hto first approach of simply comp. ring average

intakes between groupo ti thl_ participants and nonperttctpentl differ wtth
regard not only to participation statue but in other variables el .eLL. Thus,

Jt !i not possible to uoe ItepLa GompeMIona end knc_ concLusiveLy .hither

obi. fred differences ara attributable to prograB league, ConverseLy, tf only

reLativeLy mILL dlfferencao ire obeerYedff tt _nnot be known tn staple
difference of Hens comp. Pt lone whether epurtoua correLe_lon, with ocher

verJll_Lli lay be hiding Larger ;rue progr-- effecta,
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To mtntBiza this probLam_ nuL:tpLe regreeetcn mett_odl have been uses to control

for the effects of ocher key factors in analyzing program el'facts on nutrient

intake. For each nutrient eCudted, _corded indlvtdu_ nutrient tnca_e ,_aa been
regressed on . 1,0 indicator of progr-- parctctpacicrr- ae weLL aa an such

- lactate al househoLd/incomes lex of respondents ethnic background of reapanaanc,
and houaehaLd size.--

Zt as tnportins to note chac uae of muLtipLe regression aneLy.te dcee nat

C_tiLLy avoid passable "leLf-mlLscttan" problems in the anaLyet, ceuaad by

p&rttctpemte bo_ng systmeeCtoaLL¥ different from nonper_.t ct pants. OnLy

variable ch&C c_m bi lieeu_d have been controLLed for in the ragresilon work,

end Chul the pelltbt_ty of the pragrm verlebLa picking up unobserved
diffJormmes remains, i' NevercheLmma, the uae of muLtipLe regrustcn repreeents

In tmpertamC IFCop in it LeeiC partiaLLy c_ntroLLtng for thole other factors.

DetiiLI coneerning the exact ams of vertibLae incLuded'in the regressive -re
dtSeUleH)d blL011, t ,here their mffmcti on auCtionS tntmki are examined." It

_'The Ipeeti'!co..Clan ot' the pragr,-, effects in the dtetir¥-tntekl regression

elltmtt_e dift'ere ammemhet fr_ the m,ly the program wee represented In paris of'

the f'amd exp(mdtturee analysts. Because food expenditures ara measured in

. deLLerl_ it .mi of interact an perle of chi food expendtl:uretl anaLyiis So
rlffreeep_ the prlgrJm _tng the doLLy value of Chi load scamp bonus amount in

crier ti e&ttMt- whet pertton cf e. additional doLLar cf food aSMIpI ti spent
mi f'aed. M nutrient tntei(ll ara nec denominated in doLLars, this reason

far using the bdm_ value vertibLe il net appLtcdlbLa to the current anaLyl.tl.

Foe ¢La_PtCy of p_ntittcnt therefore, the program hal been represented in the
dte_ry Intake regressions uatng the 1,0 Indicator ot' program participation.

The beats rmmeLti ire net eublteAtieLLy altered if bonus value ti uIHad instead.

_/Thl CliepLltl Ills Ot' central variables used is Listed in TabLe VIX_.g bsLo_.

3--/A nom_er of eJ'CicLu tn the econometrics Literature Ia.g., HOG.an [1978) and

Heokesm (lg7g]] have luggeetld an additional approach to controLLing for mall

leLl_Ctcn. EuenttiLLy, chtl epproec_ uses information about the altJlaCad
probability of Individual coles being in Cbs group of interest (in the present

c4se, being Food Sta. p Pragrm perttctpenta] co lneerta correction factor into

the eetl._ced ef_'ecss equ_CloR [an the preelnc cue, the nutrient intake

regrueton]. Thti approach wis tried in the present mtudy, uling the results at'
m probes participation inmLysti equation similar CO Chit reported in C_epCar

VXZ. Znaertton of the correction factor did not lubitinttaLLy altar the

alternated ccofftciente an ocher variables tn the equation. Therefore, rot

ltlpLtGity and to avotd She Loss of COleS for whom the correction factor could
nat be tiLcuLetld beceuil of milling data, the correction factor yea dropped

from the equation. Thte ti dtecuelad lore fuLLy in VoLume ZZ, Appendix d.

_/Tho exist mit of con_I'QL VlrtabLil used in the dietary intake regraemtons

dtffmrs mhet fram chit uud in the road axpenditural regraleione. In pert,

chis reflects chi fact chef serrate control variables for the dietary tnCal(_!
anlLyltl reflect atcrib(atel Of individuals rather chau_households. Thus

they are appropriate for the dieter? intake anlLylta_ where the individual ia

the unit o_ mneLymtm, but nat for the food expenditure regreellon., w_ere the

hcueehoLd II the unit of eneLyltl, Otfferencaa in control vmriebLel used

alia ret'LeGs dift'er_mcel in whac factors mere round to be important during

preLtltniry mneLymil Leading up to the final equation mpecificeciane.
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should be noted here r.hat the tncoue vertabLa -,sad ts _he sum of gross doLLar

1noose and the doLLar value cf food stamp benefits received, tf any. Thus, the

estlBeted coefficients on the food 8t-,,p vartabLe tn the regressions should bm

Interpreted aa aeaauMng the apectftc affects or food stamps over end above _e

selects of an equivalent tncreaee tn other tncome.

The ftneL equations on which the result8 reported tn thts chapter are baaed are
_he result of considerable _elttng o¢ alternative I_!GtftCattons. Wtth regard

to functional foe, iqumttona retch the natural LogsrtChli of nutrient values

were run tn eddttton to che equations reported in chi text baled on the aGtUIL
nutrtent tntsks LeveLs. Wtch regard to Independent vartaOLss, squsttonl were

run chat tncLuded s nmmber of other h_eekHoLd end person deicrtptore tn eddttton
to C_leea tn the ftnaL specifics.tigris. _' Zn Iddttton, squlttoni were run ,rtth
the proir"- vertebLe pl.rllittzed tn tern. o.f toed itlalp bonus aLLotment rather

than a I ,O Indicator of program itatui. Tilts were elco conducted of the

effects of IncLuding verdabLes to centroL for peeltbLe Interviewer effects.

WhiLe eittmlted persisters varied somewhat depending on these vsrtoul

epectftcettune, the rliULti reperted tn chtl uctton are broadly repreeentlttvs
of the results obtained wtth alternative equ_tton IpectftciCton,. It should
,L.e be nates chit observations which, beeJux of tLLneee or other resigns,

reperted nB elLortc tncuikl during the day covered by the Interview were dropped
rrm _e KJttettceL analysts.

Progrl. ;ipecte The rIIMLCJI of the IneLyirfl luggage Chit the Food Stamp Program hal, st Boat,
on Hutrtent quits Ltmttad tWc_s on nutrtemt tntlkia amana the lurYey pepuLe_ton. As ehc_,
Zntak. tn CeLumnl 1 ,ad 2 of TM)La V;ZZ.8, n_trt_qt tntak, et the Omlpartlon lttel wes

lWlt higher amenG perttctpente then imeeg nenpertlotpents for one nutrden&,

V11Mtn A, _d tewer for Che oChers. A1 tndlcit_d by Chi t ItlttettCl reperted

tn perenlheiel tn the third CiLumn of the _lbLe, only one of the observed
dtffl_eneel [Chi one for ClLOrtee] ti etl._ii.CtceLLy Itgntftcent.

Estimates of progr-- affect/baaed on ragreelton equations ars displayed tn the
fourth ceLd_n of the CqlbLe.=( The eatteited effects, Ifter controLLing for other

vartlbLlif ere pge.tetra for ftvl nutrients _d negative for the ol_erl.

However, nene of the effects tl eC_ttsttceLLy significant. Furthermore, le
show, tn the tnt ce.L[-.a of the tebLew Best of the differences ere quite smeLL

tn reLitton to the iversgs vlLcel of the nutrtenti consoled, OnLy the

dtffirenoei for Vttamtnl A end C are 10 percent or more of everige consumption

LevsLI, end for the o_her nutrients, _he differences ire Leu then 5 percent.

Coaperl_Ls reluLta for caihoMt stt.l ire Ihown tn TabLe VZ_Z.7. Dtf_erencel
bl_wamn pertt ct pants and nonparticipants ars generaLLy seem, hit Larger end Burl

pei_tt¥1 It tile OSlhOU_ It_el thin It the c_apertlon sites. Ceehout

_'VertibLee whtch were _ncLudid In esrLter ipectftcetton, but which have been

amttted from the final lpeotftcettone because they dtd not ippeer to have

significant tlpeCte on nutrtent tntsk, tnctude _§e and watght cf respondent,
livereL attitudinal scales, ruriL Location, HI,pinto background, whether lille

ere usuaLLy prepared at hoea_ and whether milbers of the household parttctpeted
tn .qubitdtzed sills programs,

_/CompLete ragraeiton reeuL_l ere prelentsd tn VoLume _, Appendix H.
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TABLE VI'_I .g

OZFFE_q_c_6 IN NUTRIENT 1_NTAKEBE'TWE_=N

P_TT"Z_ZPN4TSAND NONPARTICIPANTS

CONPARXSONSITES

(1 ] (al (3] [4] (5]
Ram Oe_a Difference Al:er 01ffarence Tn

Coupon Nan-- ControLLing for CoLumn 4 aa Z of

I_r_tc- Par'Otc- Otrfer- Etfectl of' Other Average Nutrtent

t pint t pin: ence Vart a_ La. Consump: t on

Cetortei [Kcat] 1201.79 1296.37 -94.58' -13,94 -.4Z
(1 .ag} [0,26}

Protetn (gini 47.26 51,33 -4,07 -(].37 -IZ
(t .76] (0.15]

CeLt1 u4i {.g} 478,61 503.59 -24.99 19.49 G

(0.88 ] (0_62]

Zron [ag] 8.13 6.67 -0.74 --0,31 -G
(1.ss) [o.sa)

Vitamin A (ZU] 4901.00 4,ti1'1.86 319.14 916.60 19Z

[o.4a] [1.ma]

Vttatn C (gig) 71.77 78.51 -6.74 -7.2'3 -10'/,
iq .2o) [1.13)

Thtemtn [ma) 0,94 0.99 -0.05 0.01 1_,
(1.19] (o,2s)

RibofLavin [ag) 1.24 1.30 -0.06 0.03
(0,61 ] [o.ae ]

Ntactn [mg] 11.12 1t.63 -0.71 0.22 2_,
(1 .la] [0.33)

i

NOTES: En_rtee are untta of' nutrient.

J_IoLuTI vlLule of' C IClttll:tcl erg shown tn perenCheeeB under entries tn CoLumns (31
and [_).

AiciriikJ tndtcita Chat .lctamced difference, are scacteClcaLly ltgntftcanC wtl;h e .05
La,_eL tie-tel1 Lid tut.

Soo VoLume ZZ, Appendix )4 for tuLL rmgreaatan reeuLCa.

Parcantagea tn Lair column are caLcuLated uatn6 enCrtee tn ftrsC column.
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TABLE VZZ!. 7

DZFFERE_ICF...6IN NUTTIZE_rI'INTAKE 8ET'WEE?4

PART[C'J:PANTSAND NONPARTICZPANTS

CASHI]JT SZTES

(1) {2) [3) [4] (5)
Raw Data Difference After Dtfferanca In

Camheut Nan- CantreLLtng far CaLuan 4 ee$ at'

Permit- Parttc- Differ- Effects af Other Average Hurt'tent

t pant t pant ante Vart abLee C_nmumpt.ton

Calories (KcaL] 1221 .aa Ilea.ag 80.37 75.08 6_

(1.24) [1,38 ]

Protein [gm] 47.37 43.2g 4,08 _ 4.79 e IO'As
[1.92) [2.01 )

CaLctum Lag] 4IlO .18 390.25 66.g3* 72.23 0 16Z*
[2.91 ) (2.$8]

Zron (ag] 7o9g 7.5g 0.4 0.58 7Z
(I ._ ] (1.5;]

Vitamin A [ZU) 4_70.97 3912.80 358.07 391.54 gS
(o.ea) [a.es)

Vi_in C (mg] 7g.71 64.36 15.35' 16.59' 212 e
(;.s3) [2.501

Thiamin Lag] 0,g2 0,87 0.05 0.10 s 11Z e
[1 ._) (2.41)

Riboflavin Lag] 1.15 I .aa o.oa a.10
(1._) (1.si )

Niacin Lag] 10.64 10.25 0.39 0.5; 5_
(D.73] (a.86]

NOTES; Entries ara unite cf nutrient,

AbloLUCe vaLuel of t atectsCl_ ere shown tn perantheee, under entries in CoLunna (3]

and [4],

Aetertllag lndtcete that estimated _tfferencae ara statistically significant with e .DS
Level tw_tatlad tilt,

See Volme ITt Appendix M for full regreelian results.

Percentages In last column ara caLculata_ using entries tn ftrst column.
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perttctpence had higher aaaeured intmlcethan did nonparticipants for each of c_a

ntne nutrients $tudted9 amd three of she differencaa are statisticaLLy

significant, ControLLing _or the effects o_' ocher verieOLee by regression
anaLyei, does not substantiaLLy altar the pattern o1' reeuL:s. The estimated

dtfferancaa rometn pccitive but the majority ere nat acattectcaLLy significant,

Estimated progrm e_fecCa et the caGhouC sttee being terger than Chose at the

coepartaon Ittee ii eurprtetng beceuee it eight be expected that caahout, by

Hakening the Link between food o'.oep benefice and food, would reduce program

alfa(rca, nat increase Chem. Zn Light of this, a recaonabLe interpretation of

r.he rNuLta appears to be that Chi true program afl'acta ere etmtLIr for both

laH_I of lttei arid Chit.chi obiirved differences beteeen them are due LergeLy Co
_dom &sapLing error, i-/

9er_mu, chi elttleCed program effects ere consistently greeter ac the caahout
lites for eLL the nutrtintlt e contrary argument mtghC be mede Chit for some
untdefittfted resign, caihout actuaLLy does have more impact on nutrient intake

than the canventtoneL program doge. However_ thti Line of argument tgnoru the

fact that the consumption LeveLs of the various nutrtentl Ire quite highly

correLated--IndividuaLs etch htgh veLuei of one nutrient tend Ca have high
veLuee Of otherl em weLL. Thul t the elcteated program effects for _hl nine

nucrtwntl Gamnot be regarded ii independent observations. Random sampling error
could have produced'chi observed patterns of reiutta.

This Peeet.btLtty that rlndei ImpLtng errQr Lad Co the obalerYed results is
further euppertad by the fact that _arttctpente et the compartion atria end

perCt¢tpm_)te LC the caehe_C lttil had quite similar LeveLs of dietary tntakm.
Meet of the differences in estimated program impacts ere not due to Olfferencee

betw44n participants et the twa typeu of 11111 but rather ere due to reLativeLy

htgh mJtriMt tncetum4 for the nonparticipant sample et Cbs co,pattern sites,

For emch of the ntne nutrtentl, oburYed intake was higher for the comparison
lite nenperttctpentl chmn for chi demonstration mite nonparticipants. Because

nenlNirttctponte ire net effected by Chi lay in uhich program benefits ire

dtltrtbuted, thtl ti further evidence that the apparently higher program impacts
et the demonstration .toes ere duo to sampling variation and, in particular, are

due C_ mampLtng variation tn Chi nonparticipant samples.

;lvINn chi arguments mede ebavet tt ia of intermit to pool the dace end to uae

Chi resulting Larger dace amc to obtain more prattle overaLL estimates of Food .

St--p Program effects. RieuLCl of _lte analysts ire rlportad in TabLe V%IZ.8.&/

There la no evidence in the reluLce Chit the Food SCamp Program had substantial

i--/OnLy one of chi differences between the estimated program tapioca at the
comparison lites end Chela et the OlinOUt lttel---that for Vtcemtn C--ts

acetlett caLLy et grit ft cant.

'_/_n performing _he J_3oLed regreialon, liparate ltO vertabLel ware included for
each etce to aLLow for creel--lite variation in nutrient tntakaa. F Celts mere

performed to Celt the hypothesis that ILL of the date from both _he c_menout and
non-_uimhout etcee mere dromn from l_qa ieee population. The cacti fitLed to

reject chti hypothesis at the .05 itgnificanca LIYeLt chue providing additional
evidence that POoLing ti appropriate.
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TAShE VIII.8

DIFFERENCES IN NUTRIENT INTAKE BETWEEN

PAR'_CiP_ AND NONPARTICIPANTS

AIL SITES _OLED

(1) (;) (3] (_) [s)
Raw Data Difference After Difference In

Non Controlling for Col.mn 4 ae Z of
Psrttc- Perttc- Differ- Effects of OCher Avsrege Nutrtent

t pants 1pants ence Va r4 ab Les ConsumpCl on

Calories (KcsL) 1211.41 1231.87 -E0.26 28.59

(o.se) (o.7s]

ProteJ n (gm] 47.32 47,50 -0,18 2.01 4S
(0.12) (1 .lC]

Calcium (pSI 460,40 440.54 19.86 44.48 ° 9Ye"

(1.De] [;.ll)

Zron [ag] e.o7 e.26 -0.1g 0.11 lZ

(0.70) [0.36]

Vttamtn A (ZU) 4506.22 4002.8_ 323.40 646.69 14Ze

(0.7S] (1.34)

Vt teeth C [me] 75.74 71.76 3.98 3.41 5Z

ii.ti ) [o.7_1

Tht am1n Imm] 0.93 0.93 -0.002 0.05 5Z

(0.07) (1.68]

Riboflavin [=g] 1.20 I .19 0.01 0.06 5Z

Co.181 (o.a_l

Ntectn [ag) 10.98 11.08 -0.20 0.31 3S
(O.d;] (0.89)

HOTESI Entrtes ers unica of nutrient.

_beoLucs veLues of C statistics ere shown tn parentheses under entrtse tn Columns [3]
lind [4].

katsrtska tndtcste that estimated differences ere statistically significant .tCh a .05
Level tmo-_ut Lad talC.

See Volume ]:X, Appendix H for full regression results.

Percentages tn Lilt column ere calculated using entrtes tn ftrec ccL,--n.
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impacts on nutrient intake long the study population. Moat of the eetlmate_

affects, after controLLing for other variables, are Positive, but they are quite
eBaLLf lad only on_---c.hac for caLcium---es $=attstlcaLLy a_gniflcant.

El?acta of WhiLe _J_amost important focus of this analysts has bean the effaces of _he ;end

Other VariabLes SClmp P?ogram on dtetlry tnCake, tt is else of tncerelt to exemtne the estimated
tmpeotl of' the ocher variables in the regreuton equations. This section

lwmmlrtzmHI the general regression results using es ILLustrations four spectf'tc

raGreeilionl (caLorJeef protein, irony and calcium] for the combined eaaipLn,

Co. pLata def'tntttone 0¢ variabLeS used ere Given in VoLume ]:]:, Appendix F, and
complete ruuLta o1' aLL the regressions era included in VoLume ZZ, Appendix M.

PerhMI4 the ltngLa io11: lurpriling reeuLC tn the regre_itone il that tnco&e hal

no mi'feet on nutrient tntlke among the eaepLe heumehoLds. Tho estimates CQ--

lfflCilmtl on tncmme Irs solely negative, but they ere very smaLL and have very
tOW C ltittlCiCI lll04_tlCld with thole, Chug SUgGesting that the true effect of

income ti probably very close co zero, Prior tc the anaLyStSy it had been
expo&tad Chat incomm LeveLs would be significantly positively related to at
_alIl_ 14ml of' Chi nul_riel_ ·. intake re. abram. Howevers this does not appear to

be the =MMm, st Lea,mt for the eLderLy, Low income sample tncLudad in the current

Itudy.

ALthough the income variables dtd not enter the estimated equations

otg_ff.t_I',Ly, alverlL other floCorl emerged es predictors of' nutrient intake.
The _zam-o_ l_e matin, atari ooef'ftctintl and significance LeveLs of' these

yar'I_LM dtf'f'lr_d e4m_hate depending u_n Chi nutrients examined but smYef eL

petternl werramt c0mBamt. A rt_Nn_4_c'a report Chat the 24-hour nutrient

tntlim tntir_teg covered a day when consumption was Lower than usual or Chat tt

fram eec, trained by consumption of' a Low calorie diet generaLLy wee negatively
mmMrtmemel _tth nutrtent intake. BLack respendenta had Lower lntakee, on

iverigl, thaw oters, lO dtd reependenta vhe reoorted consumption for i weekend

day. Xn ca-.treat, male respondents tod Purlins who mentioned at LeoIt three of'
the beltc f'm_r feed Or. upa tn response to i question deliGnad to Calt nutrition

kne_LMile had higher thin Ivarage nutrient tntakea. Within the compert_n
_t_M_y tnereMkld socialization of i reapGndanty is indicated by frequency of'

leetng or talking with f'rtinchm or reLaClvsm, had a positive effect on moat
nutrients. Zn the caihout sites, a rlspondent_s functional health, aa lealured

by hta or her ability to do virioui taikJI, hid I poitttve reLattonihtp with
nutrt met intake.

To tLLulCrata chi reluL_l obtained, lUUBertel of Chi pooled regressions for
c_mLoreus proCatn_ irons end calcium copier in TabLe VZIZ,g, A reapondint'a

ability to rapers at Lseot three of' the biliC four food Groups [a proxy _or

nutrition WnowLadga) had s Gonats_antLy poeittYe end magnificent impact on tie
intakes of' thais nutriMltlo The if'facts were on the order of 10 percent or

more. 9atng mall hid · consistent ;K3itciva effect on intakes of' the nutrients

and mas itgnif'lcant ,'or aLL four equations. A reepondent's percetveO functional
health _-/ had i atGntf't_lnt poetCtve ef_ect on three of' the nutrients but wee

negatively (thouGh not atgnif'tcantLy] alaoctated mtth calcium intake.

I--/FunctionaL _meLth eel maalured by ability to cio certain activities, Higher

values Of Chi vartlhLl faf'Lice better functional health. The computation of' the

vlrilbLl ti described tn VoLume ZZ, Appendix F.
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TABLE VIII.9

REGRESSIDHANALYSIS OF THE OETERMINANTSOF NUTRI_XlT [NTAI_
{Zlluatractva regressions; pooled data from all sites]

Dependent Vari at_laa
Explanatory Variables Calories Procain Iron Cs lci u..

1,0 indicator of participation 28.58 2.01 0.11 44,48"
(0,75) [1.16) (0.36] (2.11)

:nthly income in dollars -.08 -.01 -.003 -.03
[o,38] [().saJ (I .so) (o,27]

1,0 indtclCOr Of nutrition 132.08' 8.08 e 0.81' 74.09 e
k_e.[edg. [_,01 ) [4.()()) (a.95) (4.05]

ltO indicator of whether rael_Ondant 183.4' 10.45 e 0.85' 81.53'
ts HLs [4.48) [5.53] (2.50] [3.57]

Funcl;loael health scale 32.85* 0.88 e 0.18" -0.32
(3.3_} [1.95) (2.17} (().08]

1,0 indicator of feed consumption -L:"37.92" -11.77' -2.00' -111 ,_.3)e
loe_r than usual (4.88] [5.26) (4,99] (4.11]

1,0 indicator of f_.ad conaomption 120.84 2.25 0.87 22.81
higher than usual [1.4] [0.58) (0.97J [0.40]

1,0 indicator of frequent contact 28.31 2.48 0.48 18.58
with f_anct8 or relettv_ [().79) (1.63J [1.78] (1,01)

1,0 indicator of ehether heed of -139.5&" -2.04 -1,19" -58.58"
hWeLd ts black (3.5E) [1.12] (3.85] [2.86]

1_0 t ndt oster of praparstt on of -34,43 -3.36 -0.54 -21.88
fomd· pr_blm (0.80] [1.28) (1.14] [().68]

l t0 indictor of mother hovoeheld 28.08 -0.53 0.24 -4.28
roe, ives SS! [0.78) [0.30] (0.751 (().20]

1 tO indicator of -nether home-produced q9,SA" 2.87 0.27 20.47
food is usaa [2.57] (I.50] (0.84) [0.95]

1,0 indicator ot' whether hausd_oLd size 37,81 3.28 1.03' 18,37
greater than 1 [0.83) {1.20] [2.10] [0.58)

1,0 indicator of lorn calorie -190,4Q" -1.47 -0.74 -8.38
diet [3.31 ) (0,95 ] [1.55) (0.28]

1,0 Indicator of interview 38,50 -0.25 -G.34 -37.99
covering weekend day (1.07) [0.15] [1.15] [1.90J

1tO indicator of N_ York 55,41 2,55 0.01 1,74
ceaho,: site [0.88] [0.88) [0).02 ] [0.05]

1 tO indicator of Now York 97.51 3.00 0.47 68.95 °
comparison site [I.80) : [I.07) (0.94] [2.07]

i,0 indicator of South Caroline °65.04 -8.16" -0.91 e -130.66'
cashmzt site [1.18) (3.23] (2.01 ] (4.28]

1,0 indicator of South Carolina -58.14 i-5.90" -0.83 -108.59 °

comparison site (1,02) ..i(2.28 ] [1,34) [3,44)

1,0 indicator of Oregon -29.87 ?3.94 -0.72 -48.38
ceahout site [0.51 ] (I .52] [1.53) {1.54)
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TeOLe V[II,9 icanCinued]
OepenOenc VariaoLe,

ExpLanatory Va_ abLee CaLortee Protein Zran CaLcium

Conecanc Cema 1088.94" 46.30* 8.71' 48't.43'
[10,65 } [9.SS I H0.36] (8.51)

Haan VaLue of Oependen= VariabLe I_18.43 47.38 E.13 462.53

SmpLa Stze 1684 1684 1684 1684

Ra 0.081 0.072 0.057 0,078

NOTES: Encrtee ere unica of nucrtenc.

AbuLuCe velum, o¢ c ICaCteCtc_ ers e_o_n tn plrenChelel.

AecerJek, tndtceCe Chic alCleaCed dtfferencee ere acectectcaLLy algntftcanC wfCh a .05
Level Cwo-Called oeec.
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A reipondenc_, report Chat Food consumption durtng Chi 24-hour dtatary tnta_

perlod Baa Lower than ueuaL had I consistently negettve and 81gnlft cent Impact
on the intake of theme nutrients. The order of magnitude of thta effect ,el

approxt.,etaLy 20 percent. :]:ncreased aoctaL contact had a cQne18tantLy postttvev

though tnetgntrlcanC, iFFeot on nutrient Intake. Tn addition, black reeponaence

and reepondents ,ho re,arCed Food preperetton problems hod con81$tanCLy Lower
nutrtent t ntekee.

$U)geARYOF The laCttonl above have examined the tlpaoC, of food scamp benefits---bach tn the

F_OGW [_CECTS Fore of coup_nl and tn the fore of chichi---on Food expenditure and dtetary

lntikeo The roouLCa ire generaLLy conaFtatinC aHth the ¢tndtnge of ocher recent
Itudtoo _tch have concluded thaC the tapiOCaS Of the program ere qutte Ltettid,

_tch reglrd Co Food expeAdtturoo, regr_aton em)Lylla of the survey data
euggeatl that Food stamp baneftts do tncreaoo Food expendtturea. However,

epperEmtLy chore Ja cQnetdera_Le aubeCltutton of Food Itamp benefttl For money
· htch houleheLdo would have .pent on Food tn chi ebeence of the progrow, atnce,

whtte chi ootlmtad t_amet ti $caCtlttceLLy significant, only an eettmated 14
coati out of lark additional doLLar of beAef)tta ti IFInt on additional Food.

The estteeCed earglnaL la_pecC on food ixF44idtturel of) one doLLar of) additional

feed etelBc befieF'SCa tl ielamheC greeter than Chit For one doLLar of ) additional

regular 1nioBe, beJt chi dtf)f)arenoe tl not statisticaLLy ItgntFtcant. XBpecti on

f)ood txpEmdttufu do not appear to be etgntftcentLy Lower In celhOUt Ittu then

they Ire tn the cel_ &1tis. _n(hiee, For i_m4 equatton lpeCtFtceteone,
elttmetad program tlpecti ere lemewhat htgker f)or chi ceehout IJtelf although

eke dtf)f)aMael are not I_ceClattceLLy algnt_Im.

Wt_h regird Ce dieter? tnceke, et the c_xe_irllEn site&, af)ter controLLing ?or
chi lfFee.'"Cl OF)ocher vlrtlbLoo ultng regreleton MILyStI, chore were no

ettcletl_LLy atgntflcen.t dtf)f)erEmca,_ be_am progrm participants and eLtglMLi

nonNrttcipenta. At the ceehout ittaet if)car controLLing For the efFecCa of

other vartadBLee_ perClctpeACa _ere Found Co hive ataCtltlceLLy stgntf)icentLy
htgher LeYeLI at tnClke For Four of) the nuCrtenCa ICudted. However, beceUli

ca_ihNt leekeni the Link between program beneftta lad Food, tC lille very

unLikeLy chef o&ah benerttl actuaLLy have greater tapacts on dietary intake
LeveLa them do beneflta in the Fore of couponi. The moat reaeonibLe

Interpretation of thelE Findtnge, Chafer)ore9 ap_are to be chat Food lC.lip

boner)ICl nay have ILtghtLy poatttve tepaccs on dtaCary tntaka, aC LeeiC For I_el

nutrtemte, but chic the ar)recta ire qutta smaLL, Under chte interpretation, the
obi_Yed dtff)ereneaa bit_ean astlaeted Je_lcCl aC cmaplrtlon and ceihout It tee

may bi dui to leepLtng error. ZF) Ia, ts ti appropriate to pool chi dace acrcea

coepirtun and damonetrlCton lille tn pErforelng the regreellon aneLylll. When

chJ8 ii done, chi eettaeted er)feet8 orr Chi program on dtetar 7 tntake era

poatttve For each of the nutrtente but ere only stattitJcaLLy significant For
omi of thaw.

OveraLL, Chela ruuLti provide qutte itrong avtdonoe wtth regard Co Chi ar)Facto

on dteCir_ intake of switching From csupone to checke tn boner)tO issuance. Such

e change doei floc appear to reduce progrel tepEcta on nutrient intake, Zndeed9

the data soggier chaC chi impacts oF chi program under etcher f'orl of) iaeuance

ire t at label qutCa LtBtCad.
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In addition, leveret variable, emerged as reLativeLy c_nstscan: positive
correLIcel =f nutrient tncakl. These tncLude better functional health, Chi

respondent being male, k3_owLIdge of nutrition, and socialization. ConverseLy,

respondent reports of Lower chin usual dtecary tntake, constrained tntaka due Co
Lo. calorie dleCa, reepondent8 being black, and respondent8 Indicating food

prmpmrstton probLlea mere emloctated ItCh negeClva ar,acta on nu_rtsnt lnCakJ.

ZNO3NE, FOOD Zn order C_ obcatn additional tnetght wtth regard to the snaLylea of food

E_PI_DZTURES, expendt turee and dte_ary tntlke_ cht a section preeents croci tabulations of
NUTRIENT ZNTAKE Chill vlrtabLel,

Income and Food The regremeton eneLy$t e prelenCed eerLtsr auggsece that food expendtturae rtee

Expenditures as tncele tnerseaee but thee they rise _ a much slower rate thin income. TabLe

VZ:_.IO thole the pl_per_Rl Of tn=e-- that hcueehoLdl _n d_fferent Income
cicegertee spend on road, = Theme data ara conetsCent mtth Chi regression

findings. Ai shown tn the table, in the tabulations for eLL households tn the

aMpLe, average food expenditures rtle from $80 per month for Chi Lo"eat income

greup to $421 for the htgkeet tnoole category. WhiLe food expenditure LeveLs
tend to rtle wtth tneoee, hemever, they do not rime properttonmteLy, .o the

proper_t_ or tneoia IHM_ OI1 feed decLtnee consistently se tnGome rtl em. For

_he L_eat tnc_x group_ chi pPepercton of tncQee spent on rood ti 47 percent,

._d tt deoLtnea to 25 percen_ for '_a htghmet tncome group.

Zn order _o 1ecLats _hl etfict. I mt tncome differences fro" polatbLe effect, of

different household ltZli, the C_IbLe else dtspLeys separate C_lbuLitione for

atngLe-pereem heueahoLdl. The obeerYed patterns tn Chi date are ltltLir for

Chi. la tabulations, mt ch _ha proportion of tncome spent on _ood declining se
tneeee Ingresses.

Food Expend1- TIbLi vZZZ.11 eho". atmttmr _ebuLer de_ concerning the relationship between
Cures end food expemdt Cures and nutrten_ intake.- _eee det_ make t t peeetbLe _o exmtne

Nu_rtent Zn_ke nutrient tn,oki per doLLar e_t on foed."Zn generaL, LIvILI of nutrient

tntzke ere Lower for the L_eet food expenditure category than they ire for
higher gale. H_ever, _reughout the remitndmr of the range of rood expenditure

1/
_Zn order to fuLLy reprele. C avaiLabLe household purchasing power, the income

vartidDte used In the _ibULl=tOne tncLudee the vaLuli Of food itMIp beneftta
houlehoLdl rac4tva.

_/The _ibuLettonl tn TabLe VZ_2.IO are weighted uatng the wetghCa c_lacrtbed tn
VoL_--e 2Z, Appendix A.

3'/TabuLations tn TabLes VZZZ.11 and VZZZ.12, which involve tndtvtc_lL person

de_l, are wetghCed uetng Chi metghCe described tn VoLu-e ZZ, Appendix A, wtCh

each weight CoubLad for muLti-person househoLdl. Thll adjue_ienc tn _he weights
ti neceilary beC_lUle _hi matghte tn Appendix A are deel_ned Co make the iaepLe

representative of aLL ILtgtbLe households. Ho.ever the Individual ti Chi un1,

of observation In the aneLylte of n:ttrtent intake, end mtChout the adjustment,
peri. ne in euLtt-perl,_n h_ueehoLdl mould bi undarrepreeen_ed in the eeipLa.

'¥Rettoe of nutrtent intake co food expenditures ere sometimes referred to se

nutritional efficiency retloe (lee HecOonmLd, 1977].
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TABLE VIII.10

RELATIONSHIP OF INCOHEAND FOODEXPENDITURE

A_L HQupahoido Ono-Perloo Hpul_hokd.

Groee Honthty Honthty Food ExpondJ- Honrhty Food Expondt-

income ]notudln8 Average Lure Divided by Groom Average tore Divided by GreBe

Food Stamp Percent of Honthty Food Honthky lnGome InGkudlng Pircent of Honthty Food Nonrhty lnoome ]notudlnO

. 8Ofipfttl Houeahp{de /xpendltur4l Food 8rlmp 8Jnerltl _ Hoqgpholdo expendl&ure_ Wood Stamp penef_&!

$1 - 260 e lea .472 9 $76 .457

825t - 300 22 83 .2815 27 83 .294

$301 - 350 32 96 .268 37 88 .264

6351 - 400 17 86 .257 18 83 .249

6401 2; 1_"'1 .248 9 95 .216

,..o AVERAGE $97 .286 687 .283oo

GAIqPLESIZE _478 1222



TABLE VIII.t1

RELATIONSHIP BE'_EEN FOODEXPENDITURESAND NUTRIENT INTAKE

Honthty Cstort)m . pro tepp ce)q)qm. Iron
Food Percent of Intake/Food Intake/Food Intake/Food Intake/Food

E_xpand! $u_Po Houeeho I_de Xnl_ake Expen_dtl_Url [ntlkqp Expenditure Intake _ExppndI$qrp .Intake Expenditure

< $50 16Z 984.70 27.35 39.06 1.06 350.3t 9.67 0.40 0.18

851 - 70 10 1353.30. 21.49 60.65 0.61 493.37 7.85 9.51 0.16

671 - 90 20 1219.20 14.62 44.07 0.54 461.92 5.64 7.64 0.03

$61 - 110 17 1271.30 12.46 150.64 0.50 485.62 4.75 6.31 0.08

8111 - 130 9 t308.21 10.43 63.34 0.43 497.67 3.99 6.40 , 0.07

) 8131 19 1166.74 6.50 44.73 0.25 430.44 8.41 7.60 0.04

,,C,

Vitamin A Tht4lpe ,. __ Riboflavin Nfapln Vltmtn G
Food ] nt.eko/Food ] nra ko/Food !n ti ko/Food I nLako/Food Zntake/Food

Expend I Cur8 Int_eke Expep_dlcure Intake ExpefidtTure .Tnteke Expo,d! Cure Intake ExpendI tufa Iq_t_b_e Exppndl Curs

( t50 3455.47 90.81 0.75 0,021 0.91 0.025 8.80 0.24 66.72 1.88

151 - 70 7913.t6 122.73 1.00 0,016 1.58 0.025 13.78 0.22 70.76 1.25

871 - 90 4096.62 49.67 0.93 0.011 1.13 0.014 9.84 0.12 85.20 1.03

$91 - 110 3736.61 38.51 0.99 0.010 1.21 0.012 11.33 0.11 73.10 0.71

$111 - 130 3922.19 31.39 1.04 0,008 I ._4 0.010 11.47 0.09 64.49 0.§_

) 1131 4329.22 23.82 0.91 0.00§ 1.1 4 0 .[}06 10 . 76 0.08 7_ .R9 0 . 43



cacagortea9 chore ta no clear relationship baCNeen food ex_endeturea and

nutrtent tntaka, For the mee_ _ert, LeveLs or nutrtant 1necks ere etmtLar rot

vartou8 food expenditures categories, and ,hera differences do axte_, Chars seam
co be'no tenets;ant patterns in the data.

The race Chat nu_rtent tn_aWl does not conete_anLy rtce _lCh tncraaelng food
expendtturea tmpLtee that the nu_rtant intake per doLLar spent on food decrease.

to food expenditure rex. ¥ftch regard Co caLortu9 for Instance, chi number or

ktLoceLortee per doLLar spent on rood decreases rrna approximately 27

kt Lo_iLorteo per doLLar for houaehoLde a.Jth reLativeLy Low rood expend1 tarsi to

lt x and one-hiLl ktLoceLortH per doLLar for houaehoLdB at Chi htgher range or
food expendtCurel, StmtLar peCternl can bi oblervad for el;her nutrtentl.. ZC

Ipp(N_rs, char.fore, ch,t--et LUst rot Ch. Low 1naomi eLderLy houlehoLdl tn the

a_!p%e---when households tnGrease Chatr rood Ixpendttural choy purchase mere

expensive reade but they do neC, tn generaL, purchece rood .1th lore nutrients.
Et la peeetbLe chit Increased expenditures are directed Cowird foodl which ere

mere htghLy procueed end therefore mere expensive end/or theC the 1ncr.meed

expendtturaa may be rot dotter quaLtty toeda_ each Ii more expeneeva cute of

Znoome end liken together, TabLe VZZZ.lO and VZIZ.11 ere useful tn Interpreting the
Nutrtenc Zntikl nutrtent 1nOok. rear.alton rleULtl rep. reed eerLfar _htch shewed chat net Chef

htgker LeveL. of 1noels nor Ch. receipt of food BtMlpi hid any lubetanttiL

t._le_, om nutrtent tnt. ko. TabLe VZZZ.10 euggeetl chat only reLativeLy miLL
preperttMkl of addiCt.filL purcheetn6 pewer era dtracted tewird_tncreaied reed

_Cureet whtLe TabLe VZTT.11 Indic"tee that, tn gee.riLl htgher foe._

expeAdtturee de net ne_leeertLy Lead ti htghor LeveLs of nutrfenc intake. Thus

pe_h of Ch.es Links tn the peeedbLo cennectton bet. un 1ncaa. end nuCrten_

tnCeke era reLativeLy weekff M_dt tn Ltgh_ or cht e, Jt t l net ourpreetng that Chi

nutrtent tn Cake rears&eta, rueuLCa dtd net ahew et gnlftcent raLettonahtpe
be_n_Nkn perch.etna reaourcee end nutrient 4nCakul.

TitLe vTTZ.12 provtdee addtCtonlL tabular evtdence regarding the Lack of any
gyll;4Nlett O relationship beCneen tn.ama Ind nutrt eno Intake. Al shown In the

Ce. La, there ore no conatatenc reLlttOnehtpe tn the tabular data between these

vi_lebLH. To be curet Chore appears Co be ease tendenw/ for persona tn the
Loweet tnceee cetegery Co have Cower Chin average nutrient tnCeke. Howeverp

chte 48 not consistently true for eLL nutrients, end no general dattern ef

reetng consumption LeveL. etch Mstng 1noose ti evtdent sCrOll the o_her inooee

oat.aerial.

F_TZO OF FO00 Zc tn olio of tntereeC to c_xipere reported rood expenditures Co LeYeLI tn the

E_P_NOXTUFIGq Thrtfty Food PLan. Th1. plan9 whtch ti the baste or Food SCamp Program b,snefiC

TO THRZFTY ceLcuLatJone_ specifies the estimated cQit Of en Inexpensive dtet .ht ch miata

FOODPC.AN recommended datLy aLLowances or nutrtinti. Aa shown tn TabLe VZ_Z.13, 41
percent or houeehoLde tn Chi sample had Pood expendtCurle greater Chon 1_5

percent of Thrtfty Food PLan LeveLs, end _=Cher 18 percent acre bec. sen 101 end
125 perclnt. There were_ however_ sublCln_teL numbers or houlehoLde wtC_

reported expenditures wiLL below Thrt_ty Food PLan LeveLs, IncLuding 8 _rrcent

for ehol expendl_urel were _0 percent or Lees of Chose specified by Ch. ',_Mfty
Food PLan.
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TABLE VIII.la

RELATIONBHIP BETWEEN INCOME AND NUTRIENT INTAKE

Groue Honthty

Income Including Cetorlee ProtBt. n taLe!up Iron

Food $tempe Percent or Intake/Braes Intake/Gross Intake/GreBe Z.tako/GrouJ

Bonerite Houeeho&de Intake Honthkv lnoom# lnteko Nonthkv Income Intake HQnthLv .[.n._o(_.a Iht.eke HonthLv Income

$1 - 250 9 1174.06 6.57 41.73 0.23 414.30 2.30 8.30 0.046

$251 - 300 23 1288.34 4.57 56.59 0.20 421.44 1.48 8.80 0.03

1301 - 350 30 1201.77 3.72 45.87 0.14 45B.66 1.42 7.77 0.024

1351 - 400 16 1237.54 3.32 49.85 0.13 431.82 1.16 9.50 0.023

) 1401 22 1187.93 2.46 46.64 0.10 449,88 0.94 7.95 B.016o
i--,

Grace HonthLy

Income Inotudlno Vitamin A Thtamtne Rlbofte¥ln NlaGln Vitamin C

Food 8tempe Intake/Groee Intake/Grace Intake/Grace ]nteke/Groee Intake/Crees

Benefice Intake HonLht¥ Income Intake Hontht¥ INoome Ia&eke I4onthty TfiCOlne IntQk8 Hoptll_y Income !fitekBPontl!iv]_9om_g '

Il - 2§0 4210.50 26.02 0.99 0.0054 1,19 0.0068 8,92 0.056 65.87 0.38

1251 - 300 4231.95 14.95 0.96 0.0034 1.16 0,0041 12.35 0.044 65.20 0.23

$301 - 350 4744.51 14.60 0.91 0.0028 1.21 0.0037 10,46 0.032 76.63 0.24

8351 - 400 4243.22 11.38 0.95 0.0026 1.12 0.0030 11.56 0.031 77.99 0.21

) 1401 3970.62 6.11 0.96 0.0020 1.13 0.0023 11.03 _.023 61.15 0.13



TABLE VIII.13

RATXODF FOOD_I)I'TURES TO THRIFTY FODD PLAN

Ratio o1' Food

Expenditurml to HoummhoLda .ith Ho_uNhold. with More ALL

Thrifty Food P_an One Plreon _hen One Person HousehoLds

< 51_ 8 10 8

51 - 75_ 15 21 16

76- 1005 17 17 17

101 - 125Z 16 23 18

> 125Z 44 29 41

SMIpLe Stzo 1_)'_? 257 1479
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CHAPTER IX:

ATT!I_JDES TCWARD CA_HCUT

HOtUlthnLda and progral stiff embers et the demonstration 8toes were generaLLy
dis maes expertencem wtCh and attitudespteeaed wtth cashouC, Thtl chapter _

,./
toward :eshout among survey households end optntonm mxpreeaed Dy program

staff leebars during the tntervtawm conducted for the administrative procamies
and costa anaLyatl.

HOUS_0LD Al discussed tn _eptar ZI, Infer. etlon about camhout wes included tn C_a'

EXP_IE_CESW_ standard outreach progrlia conduccsG ut demonstration stoma. NeverCheLei8, only

N0 ATTZTUOES 53 percent of ILtgtbLe nenplrCtctpantl et the demonstration lurve¥ items

T_ARD CASHOUT re. reed having heard of tam ceihout program (TabLe ]X.1]. This suggests that
o,e explanation of the reLativeLy LtmtCed effects of tambour on participation

Ny be Chit lubiCanttiL numbers of potential participants ware unaware of the

program. To the extent thti ti true, tt ti pomiJbLl that the Long run

participation effacta of an ongoing pragrm would De SelewheC greeter than Chose

oblirved durtng tho dmonttretton.

SubitanCtaL mijort ttsi of rulpendinta who had opintcnl about csmhout, [76

percent Gf participants sod 7g percent of aLtgtbLa nonparttctpsnts_ sCaCad _hey
preferred dtetrtbutton of fc_d m_lmp beneftts by check richer than by coupons.

Of the ovmrlLL IHiipLal, IncLuding reapondenta who expressed no optntonm, only 16

percent of perttctpentm mnd 13 percent of nonparticipants favored couponm. For

both grouRG, the lite rlelen gtvlm wit Chat check, were perceived CC be lore
ce. vent eat or easier to uae [TmbLe LX.2]. Seventy-six percent of participants

and Itxty-four percent of eLigibLe nonperctctpanta who preferre= checks

expreamid thtm view in rnponie to mn open-ended queetton a_out reasons for

their praferenoal. Suite;teCtaL nulblrl of respondents also mentioned es an

ldveaCige of ceehout beReft_i _he fact Chit checks could be ueed to purchase
anything. Twenty-two percent of per_tctpenta end 30 percent cf nonparticipants
wi,neighed itl glo-reLated fictcrl much mi checks being Leis vJmibLs or checks not

lmklng the Ullr feel Oeblrrlllid ia betng .lOng Chetr remMn8 for preferring
checks. Ten percent of perttctpentm end 2 percent of nonpertlclpenta

Indicated they preferred checks because coupon8 were inconvenient.

Among respondents who favored =ouponif the prtliry advantage lei perceived to be

thee coupone anaure thee f_d ICllp beneftCl era spent on food (TeOLe _X.3).

Subi_lnttmL numbers of respondintl aL iQ expressed the view Chat scamps were more
cofivanimn_,

Forty percent of pertlctpents at cemhouC sates indicated that thetr checks had

arrived Leto [Tmbti LX.4]. Houever: only 3 percent reported having had pro_Lelm

1/ The survey _s dmacrtbed brtaf%y _n the _ntroCuccton _o C_apcar _ end tn more
de,itL tn VoLuua _$,
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TABLE IX.1

TABULATZONOF _/IA,q_IE_ OF AND A'r_TUDES ,'_A.qDs r...A_OUT

ELt'gt bl ·

Petit ct pants a_/ .. Honpar;.tci panca

I. Had heard of caehout progra. HA 50Z b_/

(C4ihaut Ittee only]

Rupondante Reapanclenta

ALl Exp rlilt ng ALl Expreeat ngc/
Ril_ondenl_ I Optni on Reapondenti owe ni on

2. Attttudll toward caahout

Profit checkl S2S 76Z MS 7gS

Prefer ooupenl 16 24 13 21
No Optnt an 32 NA 39 HA

NOTE= NA = not eppltcableo

I'/Bwled on I ,MO obaervettonl.

9'/Baaed on 37g obaerveCtona.

c-'/8al4d on 7U oDiervattonl.

:i
'i
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TABLE ZX.2

REkSOtiS F-ORPREF_R_:NG _rlECY_S

ELigibLe

Par_tc_ pants m/c/ . O/c_/_ _ _on,p.artt ct pant r

Checke more convenient
or eeetmr _o uae 76 64

Chocks can be uaed for anythtng 29 31

Wtth checks people don't know

you get rood ICamp benef_ta

or etch checks you

feel mere dtgntftadt mot
m.ber reeled 22 30

Stempe tnconvmni ant 10 2

'_/Bmecd on 816 obierYetJoni,,

b--/Sam on 388 obeerYettane,

c'c'C'/Per¢lm_ageladd to Bore thin 100 beceule muLtipLe reeponee$ were
aLLowed.
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TABLE IX.3

REASONS?-ORP_4EFB:iR_NGSTAMPS

Purttoi,pants a/c/' ELigtbL, b/c/- - Nonpsr_.t cl pants- -.

Stamps .nauru ?ood ltamp

buneftl:s are Ipant for ?ood A6 70

Stamps more convenient 35 25

Checks dtt'?tcuLc t_ cash 2 3

Other 21 9

--I/Baaed on 243 ol3aarvattona.

b'b'/Blia(I on 103 obue .ttons.

C-/PercM)tlges add to more than 100 because muLttpL, responses were
iL L owed.
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TA8LE IX.4

CLZ_T _Z_CE WITH 8_EFiTS

Oelonatratton St tm Cowper1can $t _e

Peril c4penca Parct ci cents

Percentage reporting banefl :e
err1 vid Late 4_/ 2,;b_/

P.rcen_lgm repmrttng bmnel't_e Loit or 3"-/ 3_/
e_Len

Percentage rmporting check ceei_tng f'ee 3a'_ NA

Hedten check cashing fee e,,ong
thoee reporting rem 1.50 _ NA

No_m: NA z not eppLtclbLi

_/Bmied on 868 obiervlttoni.

bM/Blimd on 757 obilrviCtone,

c-/Bleed on 21 obeerYettonl.
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with Loot or stolen checks. ALsa_ only 3 percent of reepanaenta regarded havtng
pay a fee Co cash _hatr checks. For Chase households, the =edtan check

caahtng faa uss fifty cants. Twenty-five percent of participants st comparison

el tea reparcod ATPs or coupons arrtvtng Late and 3 percent reported having had
ATPs or c_upanl Lair or stolen.

OveraLL, the conclusion chaC emerges fro_ Chase dace $e that molt pertictpan_,

at demonstration sties found cha Imttch _o cashout to bi 8 pastttva one, and

reLativeLy few of them had any significant problems utah the check tsauanca
prQaleat

OPINION6 OF ALL of the 81tm project scoff tnCer_)ewed thought Chit caahout wee e good poLtcy
PROGRAHSTAFF for SSZ recipients and the eLderLy.'" The reduced transection and reddaptton

fame in ATP lliuence sites and the Lower postage end security coats in direct
coupon l iouinca attul were amen el major advent"gee o_ ceihout.

In addition, eCaf_ et several licit believed that check 1essence reduced the

number of basalts replacement raqusitm and tightened control of pOlitbLa freud

by Lemvtng e better ludtt tretL. _t wee nat passible Ca allele the qusntlcottve
Itgntftoence of Chll factor durtn G the lVaLUetton_ bath because the Incidence af

beamftt replacements ti quite Low among 5SI and eLderLy food SCalp houaehoLd8

end eLM because no relevant seca are avaiLabLe acrale 8tCii. Howavarf pragral
scoff it several st tee believed Chit certain features of the ciehaut issuance

procedure contributed Co I very Low incidence of beneftt replacement requaetf

and peo!tbLe freud. Factors that were cited aa Important tn reducing paaetbLa
fraud IncLuded: [1) sppareRCLy greeter lwerenlll and fair of the penalties for

clahtng forged checkl compared etch pm,eLates for ustn G ATP! tnapp'ropriateLyl
[E} the Ltmtcod ttme durtng whtch checks must be cashed which, compared wl_h

ATPe end stumpa, aLLows for mare rapid reconciliation and accounting; end [3)

the Greeter difficulty of Intercepting e check tn the matL end using tc compared
,iCh using rood Scalps in direct stump issuance sJ tiS.

Sttl scoff members alia sC.aCed that the caehouC program was consistent utah
their vtew that program ractpJente_ especiaLLy the eLderLy, should be aLLowed to

decide for thelseLvii how Co spend Chetr eLLocmanCl. Zn eddttton_ the program
wes seen la very 8tmpLe and tnexpenltve to implement.

Progrea iciff looted Chit they believe recipients generaLLy prefer the caahout

eppromch because It ti lore convenient. ALIo_ ractptent8 sere thought by
progr_ staff Ca prater bain G sOLa Co shop for food at,haut the NberPeeilint of

paytng wtcr food stumps.

The only cemonecratton remture consistently found by et te scoff ca be

LUlIUCCISIfUL was oucecmttontng. Thte wes seen es having 8 Lees poatcJvl lmplctt

prtairtLy because of the Low utilization end productivity of the s_ff.

1/
'_ZC should be remembered tn aueeitng these oplntone of stta scoff people thaC

aLL a_ C_e il'r ,el tncLudad tn the dimanatretlan had voL unC&r_Ly eppLted for

participation. Thus, _he participating stoa staff members may have begun the
program ._th a greeter predisposition coward the ceshout concept then ,auLd be

the case tf oeehout were implemented ag · nactoneL policy,
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Food Stamp Program scarf ware ·Lso asked _netr optntcne an t_e deet raOtLtty end

ackltn_sCrs_tvs _aae_btL_t¥ of making ¢ashouC peroansnt for 992 recipients and

eLderLy cLtenca, 2n eddiC{on, chetr views on expanding c_8houC to _hs fuLL food
ecamp caseload were ·eL{cited,

Wtthou_ exception, aLL staf_ interviewed were In favor of maktng csshouC

permanent for _I recipients and ocher eLderLy households. They re;or_ed thaC
loch in extension of the program would be very easy to tepLamen_ an_ would be

poet t{vaty racetvad by ·_aff and clients, Program staff across the

dmlenlTre_{=n stCla fevered extending oamhout pr{airiLy because of its

s_nlet_ttve stmpL{Gtty and Lower opera,trig colts, Staff tn Ohto ea{d they
_uLd Likl Co have the opt{on of gtvtng cLtanta a chotce between casnouc ar

coMForts{ however, other sites indicated Chic a permanent dual ay·Cam would be

tnefftctans Md undes{rsbLs. Oesptts chase minor d{_ersnces, eLL ·1t$$

strongly imdoreed making ceehnut peroenent for Chs{r eLderLy and SS! clients,

Expansion of caahcut to the whole Food Stmp Program caseload was vtewed by eLL

Ittll ·S be{n o edmintstrittveLy easy Co tlpLe_lenC. The COmpUter progrm, ing
needed to toous checks rl_hsr Shin ATPi or coupons Is generaLLy tn pLaoo now in

the dlmdpRetrsttoa lt_llt land therefor1 OnLy mtntmaL changes would be required.
However, ._tLs tBptlaenttng ixpaunded OlShOUt was viewed Ii · roLlttvlLy ally

teaks the ettla dtffersd tn shstr op{ntone .{th regard to tLS dwolrab{Ltty.

Prlgrow start tn several i{tla, Ipec{flooLty New York, Oragont end Htnnelo_a,
gemeriLLy imderlld clehout but reconnedmded Chit GL{ants should have , chat cs or

CIehOMC or netk-tieMwt end Chit program officials should retstn Ch. r{ght to
· 4ks the ftnaL datsra{nsttin for ·ich ceil, Zn South CaroLina, program

offtctiLs _eug#C expiniton wal desirable{ however, choy _sered considerable
p_Ltc c_t_ctla.

Sovertt ·{tM tended to be negsttva about expanding cashout, focus{ns mainly on
peamtbts public crt ttctlH, end poLIticaL probLaml from ouch s love. Concerns

IbeMt iPhithir the hamer{ti woitd bm uimd for chat r {ntended purpose wire also

mentt_ed. Some stiff Illerl _eLG Chat cash banal{ti atghC not bi SFHBnCon

food. Thts lei rile to be I particular concern w{th regard to younger families,

tn w4_ch chtLdron mtghC be dmprtvsd of the nutritional benefits o_ the program
{f IduLta In '.he he_lahotde chela to spend cash bansftte for {_lis o_har thin
food. At cam of chi stria where staff wars oppoud to fuLL caseload csahout,

Veriest and Vtrg{n{e, tt lis lUggeiCsd that Jt e{ght be vaLuabLe to ImpLement a

fuLL c_lssLoed damonitrlCton to 1114111 Chi impact Of fULL CSlh_t end to

deform{ne how cleh blnef{ti would be ul_id by oCher client groups.

109



CHAPTER X:

ACCURACY OF

MICROS IMULATION

ASSUMPTIONS

An tm_r_ant tsoue in aaaeestng currant Food Stamp Program perttctpa;ton rate
estimates ti how eattmatad program eLigibiLity rates vary when different

ouuupttcne are uaed to _ettmeta household Income and alsace. Currant program

sLtgtblLt ty rate Iatlmetae ara motet ned from · atcroaconouic simulation modal,

the Micro AnaLyst. of Traneflre _ HouemhoLdl [MATH] model [DoyLe and NmyEend,
1981]. This model end other statler models frequently used to derive national

ILtgtbtttt¥ estimates for federal eeatetancaa progrema ere forced by data

Limitations to aettmata eLigibiLity _ta_a on the basis of certain key
oaeuapttone about income and .mete."

Thte chapter examinee the effect cf umtng alternative income and eeeata concept.

when e,tmuLeting eLigibiLity for the Fond Stamp Program. The survey for tho
currant praiser provided data bath on annual Income repartad retrolpectlveLy and

on currant monthly tnaeae rap_rtad proepeottveLy. Zt alii provided date for Cwo

least measures---reported countable sleets end i proxy for estimating semele.
The aanueA tncome data and the data used at a proxy for asset holdings are

similar to those currently used to simulate food stomp eLigibiLity. The
curr_ i6Geme data and the ai_mta data in tho survey ara similar _o those

actuaLLy used to ooLcuLeta Food Slump Program eLigibiLity. Thus, the data aec

cae be used to compare eLigibiLity rate estimates based on varying income and
lilacs ooncopte.

The bal_tc finding of' the analysis reported below tm that the uae of alternative

tneame and meeeGe concaptl dale not substantiaLLy affect Food Stamp Prograu

eLigibiLity estimates. The reeuLta suggest that uae of' retrospective data aey

Laid to aLtghtLy Lower estimates of program eLigibiLity then estimates obtaine¢

i--/The analysts described in this chapter focuses on the strict of alternative

tncoaa end assets concepts ulth regard 1_2 estimated eLi;abiLity rates rather

then perttctoatton rates because it ie in the eLigibiLity caLcuLations that key

eosumm_ttona ere mode about income end aeeat8. Once eLigibiLity rates are
estimated, participation rates era determined aa weLL, because actual absolute

LeveLs ct participation are ccnetreined to equal control totals k.qoen frae

program data.

-2/Other models based on airiLar auuapttone include the "KGB" modal developed

during the Late 1970a by r_e ctftca at the Aaetatant Secretary For PoLicy and
EvaLuation Nit,In the Department of Heek_h, Education and WeLfare, (Batman,

9reenberg, er ._.aeten, 1979]; the "GUE;.-" model used by the Social Security

A_,mtniitrati_ _o estimate eLigibiLity rates ('orthe SSI program [Worthington,

et aL., 1981); and the TRIM model (Warthetmer at aL., 1980].
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uetng prospective income end simulated e·seCs, However, :he discrepancy in

estimated ·LtgtbLe houeehoLd8 ti only approximately 3.5 pert·nc of total
· lite·ted eLigibLes. Zn addition, distribution· of households among tncome

group· ere etmtL·r for both retrospective end prospective tncom·. SletLar

an·Ly·ts ua· recently conducted etch regard to ·aZ program eLigibiLity Jn a

lCudy performed for the Social Securtty Administration _orthington, et aL.,
1981]. The concLuaton of that work wes that uae of recro·pecCtve tncome and

eel·ts deco do·· no_ significantly affect e·tlm·cod progr·, eLigibiLity races.

8iLol Il · brtlf description o? th· tncoee end e·aet· concept· considered tn

thtl study, foLLomed by e dllcu·ston of eLigibiLity rat·· end dtstrtbuttone of

houlehcLdl by net CQuntI_LI tncom· and gro·e income for aLt dm·rive income and

· ·seGa mMiuree. Th· vartabL· dertv·tton procedure· used to support the

en·Lyaie ·re described tn VoLume ZZ, App·ndtx L.

ALTI_INAT]:VE ALL meen_-caeted tren·f·r progr·m· rely on Inform·Clan about how·.hoLd
ZNCONEAND composition ·nd tncom· to determine eLigibiLity end benefice. Zn th· Food Stamp

ASSETS CONCEPTS Progr·m, tht· Information t· obtained on a monthly proepeottv· be·ti.
AppLicants ere aakad to report their current ·JtuatJon and to e·Cimete whet

their ·pproxtmaca GdrcuBiSanoee vt%L be over the coutng months. From iht·

Jnfor_tton, "curt.at .mnthLy tncua·" t· c·LcuLeted end monthly food s_up
beneftte ·r· determined.

Xn peLtcy ._mLyetl _rke t t ti frequently necHe·ry to uae deta on household

tn.Mm ind tempest tton from uurce· other than progrem eppLtcatton· to e·ttmeco

verto_m _ta of pregrm, omverege, The Current PopuLetlon Survey [CPS] for
Ch· eMeCh _f Nerch t· Gftim meed for iht· purpose because t t to the only

reguLarLy o(_;urrdng nettoneL I_rv·y that contain· lufftcJent hou·ehoLd end

plrNn eherl_cartittca d·Ca Co support program eLigibiLity simulation·. The CPS

t· primarily concerned etch income received during the pr·vt·ua calendar ye·r,
homeY.ri ·nd ti dmei nat teaL ude any direct qms·Clone on current or future

fin,nataL ctrcueiconcu. Furthermore, although the economic date tn th· CPS ar·

cuLL·ICad om · retroUecttve baltic Chi demographic Information end some of the
Libor force deco pmrcoJn only to the survey e;mch of )_lrCh. ]n order to _ae

Chile deeegrephlc and Labor force deco, e procedure for eetieattng current

monthly income from iMIUIL reCro·pectJve CPS de_ ia used. Thee. tee methods of
decormtntng progr·m covereg_the Food Scamp P-·gram eLigibiLity procai8 and the

adJultaent of CPS deCo--irt qutCo different. ',_e first dirJvee income from
praline and futurt elttle_l·, and the eec·nd derives income froa peet report·.

AL carnettve ·iiltl conceptl ere also ueed when aeterutnlng Food Stamp Pr·gtco

coverlg·. Program regulation· require an applicant co report eclats es weLL ii

Jncoe·t · food SCalp caleuorkar then decorminee whether eLigibiLity standard·
heve been let, The lOPS deli not include detailed leelurea of IlliCit therefore,

when using CPS deco ice etauLite eLigibiLity, e proxy For ·lists 18 caLcuLated
baled on rep·road 1nc·m· from illetie lOCh el tnCereat end rents.

An Important objective of Chi murk reported in this chapter was to analyze the
eey tn whtch uae of _·troipecttve income end en assets proxy may effect nec

estimated eLtgtbtLJty_ rICOi ii compared wtch t_ooe Chic would be obCatn_d Jf

data on curt·nc prospective tncole end actual as·eCl were mild. It tS therefore

of tnt.reit Co ·xamtne eLigibiLity statue rot the household· tn this survey aa

limuLltld in three wlye= [1] uetng proepacttve _ncoee and reported assets;
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[2] uaing retroapecCive income and reported suets; and [3] uitng retrospective
income end mn alsace proxy. Comparison ;_ the simulation results uatng

proapectlve tncome end reported aeaite (PIRA] ,ich Chose using retrospective
income end reported assets [RIRA] aLLowa us Co examine the effects of using

retrospective income whtLo hoLdtng the eeaecl measure constant. Comparison oF

the results uatng PTRA with those using retrospective income end an melees proxy

(RZSA] ShOal Chi combined effects or the Cwo kay easuapCtone requtreO when

simulating eLigibiLity with a CPS FiLe.

A second obj eottva of the work reported tn thte chapter was co analyze the

affect of rltroipecttva 1ocoma reporting on estimates of the distribution or

tncoll. Henoep tt ia of interest to cam!Nlra the diitribution of e_.igtbLe

houlehoLda by Incama as constructed from the retrospective data reported tn the
leduLe wtth the distribution of houlehoLds by income sa constructed from

current monthly prQIpecCive dace.

SZHULATZON Zn tht l aectton we prma(mC tabular reeuLCa concerning both eats of research

RESULTS quieCton8 outLtnmd above. Prior to reporting thane eacJmataa_ however, e

lulmary at the charlccertitioa of the leepLe and the Cmchntquea requtrad to
meaght the IapLe for the analysis il prelented.

SimpLe Wtth Oaring the pirttctpation/eLtgtbtLtty survey pretaaC, tt aaa Found that many

CPS Oi_l reMndinCa objected Co beths asked both the retroepacclve income qualitone

and thole cem¢irn$ng current income on the groundl that the two lets of
quetttona amid uneeCellertLy repetitive. This we4 particuLarLy troubLaleme

dirtng ceLl die-ne Jncervtin_&, [Zt ti center Co ea_lbLtlh good rapport wtth a
reaipimdMt during sn t n--pera_n interview.) Thti preti_t experience resulted jn e

dectmtofi Ce tn(Lude the CPS qusettona tn only · lubaeepLe or the tntervtewa.

T_ta eReured rsaqmnde, t cupmratJon and at the .,nme time iLLumed in adequate
IM_iLa CO bO obGItne4 _or the mtoroatiuLltion IMLyatI, The CPS qualitone ware

included in aLL chi fteLd tntmrvte_l but tn only · aimpLe or the telephone

tnCervtewl. Aa daClJLed in VoLume ZX, Appendix L, the reauLttng sample included
99_ intervtewl chat contained CPS dace. Zti.a nonrespenia CO Ipectftc income

quoicJona further ragweed the iM_oLe Co 587 abaarvettona. Thta reduced eempLe

aLSO midi the aaJghCa weed aLaewhire tn the report inappropriate for the

mtcroaJmuLation anaLyatl. The weighting used tn the prealnc analysts Ii
described below.

Am dia.=salad tn ChipCer VZ, the overaLL eurYay eampLa mia drawn from two

leurcile [1) the Social Security SuppLeeanTJiL Securtty Record [SAR] file, which

inGLudll SSZ houmehoLdle end [2] Chi Social Smcurtty _lltar 5enlftctary Record
[HOR] file, which tncLudii persona from nearly aLL eLderLy houaehoLde. 9eoaula

molt of chi roleerch eli CObi fOCUlld only on eLtgtbLi houaahoLda, _ calla
mere overaampLed raLattva co chetr nuebmrl tn the overaLL popuLettrn. ALso, HBR

houaehoLdl were mailed i short aGrientng tntervtem, end If raepondrnce Indicated

that Chair mimics or 1noose LavoLI wore substantiaLLy higher then the Food SCamp
Program LJmtClt Choy were strained out of tho daCatLed data coLLection. Of

nontnitttutloneLtzed H8R mail raiponc_nC houlshoLda composed entlr3Ly of members

over 64 years or age [the population untverll rot the survey work]! only

approximately 38 paisano pissed the mail screen end were tracked into the
phone/fieLd eurvay.

_-/$ea VoL,,,,I _ZZ of thte report, TabLe VZ.2.
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Thus sampling considerations are important ?or =he currant analysis because

choy imPLy that e dtsproporCluneca numOer of the Observations in the sample are
reLativeLy Low tncome hOualhoLda, many of whom are near the income and aaeec8

cutoff LeYeLI. Thu,, The sample of households in the cur.rent data set contains

a dtiproporctonaCe numDer of borderline caeca for which slight errors tn

reporting and/or slight cnangea over time in reeourcea could mean the difference

be_,ean eLigibiLity or IneLigibiLity, and Chle would tend Cc ?mtso observed
dtecrepancy rates.

Two typic of daw edJulcmenta have been made co correct for these sampling
oonatderaCtonl. Ftratt tn conducting the analysts, the ecreanacl-ouc MBR calma

have been put back into The emmpLe wtch cna assumption Chic Chi discrepancy rite
tar I,¢h camel ti zero. The Men sample for Chi currant enlLylie incLudee 124

metL _apandenCl. 8aomuae There were approximately 1.8 em?eerier-out matL

?eli=andante [baled on the .36 Icreantng rote) ?or avery mail reepondent tn

the .ampLe, the number of IneLigibLe MBA sample members in the aneLyete ami
Increased by 223 [toe., 1.8 Ctmel 124).

8ICIMII eLL caul Icrelnld cut on The belts or The mail ac?sene? reps?Cod Chat

Choy hid lneoma or elects auba_mnCleLLy in excess of program Limits, it memo

re_emnobLe co summa &hit no ma_er ffhtch ilsati end tnccoa measures were uaed,

Than Gi)eeo would hive been determined ineLigibLe for .the progru. To be sure,

Thio IdJuscment may Co mono extent hive biased downward the number of

dtiGrapanctae observed, beciuae tt to possible Thic a Iue_ number of
dtearepeoctea could have saGer?ad, even _tch _hila CallS.-- However, thio

pE_teffCtmL btat ti probably iNLL.

The le_d correction mede Co cna deco involved rowetghCtng th-- co correct for

The overemepLtng or SaR heuaohcLde, ApproximateLy/8 percent of eLderLy persona
in chi pep_Llttcn covered by the CP'3 reaetve SSX.;_ To reflect thio in the

//WhiLe Tho adjuaCmsoC delGrtbad tn Chi text may have billed downward the

nwm_er or observed diecraponCtllt tC mould not necessarily btll Chi absolute
milniCuQe of the nm__dtsoreponcy race tn one direction or Chi o_her, Aa
dtuuleed Liter in the T,Ixt, different typee or dllcrepanctel between The

different ItmuLotton caLcuLations tend Co partiaLLy offset each ocher, Them, an

idjultment Chat tncreaaea the frequency or one type of dtecrepuncy could

ictueLLy decfilela tho net ohio?vid discrepancy rate. Oaceuee the mall screening
Instrument cbTitned delhi on currant income and iiaatl, tt ti LikeLy Chit

virtuaLLy eLL of tho IGreenad--ouc colas would have bean round IneLigibLe using

The current income aeelurl. Xt ti _tbLe, however, Chit lame o? Chile Calla

mtghC have appemrad eLigibLe in caLcuLeCtona baaed on raCroepacctve datum.

Homevar, el dilGUilad Later in the chapter where tho results of chi enaLyeil ere

preaenCid, e modest tnGFIIiIe tn The number or discrepancies of thio type would
actuaLLy dacreela The eettmatad net dtecrepancy race.

_-'/OaCi from the Socia_ Security BuLLeCinf November 1980, TibLs M-18, end ?rcs
Chi U.S. Consul Curren_ PopuLation Reporta Series P-60, IS80t TabLe 12, indicate

That approximately 9 percent or persona SS end older recetvee SSI. However,
CihuLattonl o? Income Survey DeveLopment Program deco suggest chic epproxtmiteLy
10 percent of chela tndtvtdueLe ere tnectcuCionaLtzed end wouL;i not be covered

by the CPS sample ?roue, Therefore, cna g percent figure eel adjusted downaarU

to 8 percent. The results era ncc highly leneitlve Co tho exact ,eiShClng
factor used.
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analysis, tabulations _are per_'ormed separately for ,he SaR _ace and for the

adjusted MBR date. OveraLL results were then computed as the wetghtad average

of' the _R cebuLatlono and the MaR cebuLactona, ,nero the weighting factors are
,08 end ,g2, respectively, rafLectt.ng the approximate proporttona of $SZ

recipients and nonrectptent8 In the overaLL _3puLatton,

Comport_n of TabLe X.1 ahows the comparison o¢ eLigibiLity scetua ateuLstod using PIRA and

ELigibiLity RIRA. The first row o1' the cable shows the household8 eLigibLe under both

Rotes procedures. Tho second and third rowe show the househoLda eLtgtbLe under one

but not the other procedure. FtnoLLy, the Last roe ahowl households that sro

IneLigibLe under both procedural. Rowe 2 end 3 represent cases of ¢tscrepsncy
Jn reouL te betuoen the two t ncome measures.

From CoLumn 4 of. the tablet tt can be soon that tho caLcuLations based cfi

prospective income show 150 eLigibLes [Row 1 plum Row 2), while those baaed on

retrospective Jncoae shoe 142 eLigibLes [Row 1 plug Floe 3]. Thus, tho net
discrepancy tn the number of eLIgibLes bergson the _,o simulation aethoda ts

otght ocoma, _ith the RIFU_producing fewer eLigibLes. Thts implies that etth

sleuLstlone using retrospective deco, for every 142 households deemed eLigibLes
there are mn oddtttonaL 8 net unidentified households that would have been

eLigibLe had pro_pect_ve decal been used. Thus. t1' prospective dace Ire uildt

_h. n.b.r of .LigibL.. 1, 5.$ percent (t..., 8 dlvtdod bu: ld73 higher then thestimulated number of eLigibLes tr retrolpecttve dice ara ·

Zn TM)(i X.2 tho coiWuined effects of using retrospective income end simulated
lilts SPS alliU_lde The _et number of dticroponcteo due to the use of both

rel_roiRecttve inmml_r_nd sn SSllotl proxy ti S, ispLying a not discrepancy
role of' 3.5 percent.--'_ Aa dertvod tn VoLulte ZZ, AppondtX L, the standard error
lemoctited wtth this 3.5 oetindte Is 3.3 percemtage points. Thus, the eettmitod

discrepancy rate t8 net statisticaLLy atgntf'tcon_.

The f'tndtnge reported above ere consistent with _ho reauLce ob131tned 13yWorth--

ingtont et aL. (1981] tn a simtLsr snoLysis Of the uae of' retrospective CPS dice
tn &tmdL&ting eLigibiLity f'or tho SSI program. It fils found tn that Itudy Chit
"potential bteisa due _o CPS tncoie docs and assets proxte8 .

37

1/
"The tebuLer data presented In the text display gross aa waLL al net

dtsoroponctom in eLigibiLity determinations. It should be emphasized thor the

grail dtKrwpenctel ere not accurate sMIsurel of' CJle groom discrepancies that
result free _hs use of' rmtrospecttve dele tn s fuLL simulation model because

they have not _een adjusted to compensate for the aging techntqula typicaLLy

used tn ouch models. When · data bale his been put through in aging process,

records on the adjusted ftLs do not necsomartLy represent the sase individuaL8
Il the Gorreepondtng records on the unodjustod file. Thorefora_ comparisons Gf
the retrospective and proapacttve simulations st the micro LeveL, which are whe_

the gross dtscreponctss summarize, irs not sLgeye vlLtd.

_/Tho 3.5 ts caLcuLated as the number st discrepancies, 5, dtvtded by 145, the

total ndbsr ot' eLIGIbLes under the retrospective dace atmuLftton, shown tn
Rows I end 3 or TabLe X.2.

-/Worthington, st aL. round a tendency to substantiaLLy underestimate

eLigibiLity in the mJcroiiauLaCion model they Casted, but Choy attributed the
hies to f.sc_ors other than the uae of' (:PS dots.
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TABLE X.1

COIdPAR1:SONOF STMUI-ATiONSUSING RETROSPE_--'T_,.VE

[NCONE AND REPI2RTEDASSES WITH THOSE

iJ_ZNGPROSPECTZVEINCOMEANn REPORTED/t_SETS

HBR SampLe AdjusTed
=o [ncLude
HousehoLds

Screened Ou= On

SSR Unadjusted Basts of Mail , WetghCpq

SampLe HBR SampLe n,,es.ctonnai re [/ TotaLs-°/

ELIgtbLe under
both retrospective 291 125 125 137

end prospective

assumptions

ELigibLe with

prospective;

IneLigibLe with
retrospective 7 13 13 13

ELigibLe wtth retro-
spective; IneLigibLe

at Ch prospective I S 5 5

ZneLJgtbLe under
both retrospective 18 137 360 333

and prospective
..muapttana

Tot,aL SampL· 307 290 503 488

_/coeputed from CoLumn 2 by 1screening the numOer of tneLtgfbLe
MBR cages by 223. [See text For explanation of adjustment.)

b-/'C,osputed aa 8 percent ar CoLumn I plug 92 percent 0¢ CoLumn 3.
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TABLE X.2

COMPARZSONOF SZMULATTONSUSING RETROSPE_t'TIVE

INCOMEAND SIMULATED ASSETS W:_Tl'lTHOSE

USZNG I::_:IOSPECT,T,VE :_NCOMEAND REPORTEDASSETS

_pLe AdJuecad
to IncL uda

HeueehoL da
Screened Duc On

SSR UnadJusted Saets of Hail , Wetght§_
SaepLa HER SampLe Oueltionnat re a-/ Totel e;;

ELtgt bL · under
beth retrospect1 va 279 121 124 134

and prospect1 ye
aaeueptt cna

ELiGibLe gtth

proapacct va;

IneLigibLe wtth
retraapecttve 9 17 17 16

ELtgtbLa .tth ratro-

Iipecc'i vi; ineLigibLe

wtth proepaett ve 6 11 11 11

1:eel tgt bLa under
beth retreepacct ve 13 131 354 327

and preepecttv.

auumpttono

Total Se-pL · 307 2_ 503 488

-'e/computed free CoLumn 2 by tncreeetng tho number of IneLigibLe
!,{BR cages by 223. [See _xt for axpLenltten cf mdJuateent.)

_'computed ia 8 percent of Column I pLua 92 percent of Column 3.
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EligibLe House- TabLe X.3 .howe distributions of' observations aLtgibLa for _ood scamp· arrayed
hold· by Net by net Income con·Cruccea from prospective dace (for those sLtgtbLe under PIRA]

Income Group· and by nsc income con·itu=Cad from retrospective dace [for those eLigibLe unCer

RZSA]. 9ecauae thee· _ate ar· only for eLIgibLes, they were not adjusted Co

include 14eRcase· screened omc of the sample. How·var, they were reeeight·d Cc

comp·neats For Ch· different sampling rates used for Ch· S3R and MBR groups.
The flgur·· tn Ch· Last ftys column· cf Ch· CabLe reflect the weigh=sd

distribution· using the two differ·ns income measures. 9ach aheoLuCe counts and

percentages are included. These figure· do not shoe suhatsnCtaL deviation· tn
the results between the two simulations, The dtsCr_.bul;ton across the tncom·

breck·ts show· s heavy concentration o? unica between $100 and $399 using bach

tn=gms measures, each I_l.trospectJv· dace producing aL tghCLy fewer unit· in Chi
$L_0--2S9 range and sLtghCLy mere unica in Ch· S100-q99 rang·. There ara no

· LtgtbL· households with a nsc monthly Income of S_O0 and over u·tng either of
the·l iht, om· lies·ur··,

TabLe X.4 ·how· Ch· distribution of gram· income for aLL home·hoLd·. It hem

been ·dJuatsd Cc tncLud· Ch· HtR ca·aa screened f_m the sample and rem·tented
Co icLjuIC for Cng ·ampLtng difference between the SSA and NOR group·. Th·se

_'tgures shoe only minor deviations for each income rang·. 5aCh distribution·

shew I heavy cencencr·tton of houaehoLde ·.ich i_nChLy grail tacoma· of 17_0 or
are [5_.4 per=Mir for proNecCJvl end 55.3 percent for retro·p·ctive]. ALL

matte taLLtng tnCo th1· oeCegary ere IneLigibLe, except for one household with a

prospective gross tnoeee tn the 1750-960 range,

ConcLusions The rtIMLTS presented In Cht· chapter suggest chat et Least for the eLderLy
pepuLettoa, the uae of retroi!0·cttva dace such aa Chose ·vaiL·nLm for the March

C_, dame net hay· · ·ulloconCteL effect on ··Ctmetsd Feed SCamp Program
eLigibiLity rets·, Zt sppewre chat _· of retrospective data produces fewer

eLtgtbL· householder On aversg·f Chin dole Ch· uis of current prospective
tnceaat but the Level of dtearepency t· quit· MALL, When vi·wad e· a function

of Chi simulated eLigibLes, the eatimatad discrepancy race la approximately 3.5

percent ·nd la not atettlclosLLy significant. Th· Camomethod· of estimating

tnceme Load Co quite ltmJL·r ·lCim·tsd frequency distribution· of Chtl
var1 apl l.

The results pre·eared here ar· encouraging but should be ue·d with c·uCton due

CO th· Limited ·ampLe t_izi. Tt would b· tntsre·ctng CO rap·aC this analysis on

· Larger dace lac that includes a broader population bali Co aa· tf the
conclusions remain valid. No lurYey hal yet been _dertsken chac combinml mn

instrument destgned precisely for such · study etch i Larger sample size.

Hoeevgrf a ItmtLar celt might bi conducted using Chi 1976 income Survey
DeveLopment Program (]SOP] Research PenaL. With the observations for Wave IZw

chi Uilr could construct · CPS-type measure of annual income and Labor force

aoCtvtty for calender year 1S79, These dates ae well aa monthly date from that

waver could be used co produce tie estimate· of eLigibiLity for one month in

chat year. Thti cast would ncc De subject co aLL of the problem· associated
etch use of the (:PSt partly beceuae Ch· annual dace from Ch· ISOP Survey would
nec have Chi recaLL problem· the CPS hie. However, Chts procedure could be -eeo

To evaluate the techniques of conicructtng monthly income from annual data that
la required when prate;seine CPS files,
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TABLE X.3

DXSTR)[OUTIONOF ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDGBY NET COtMTABLETNCOHEUEINO PROSPECTIVE

AND RETROSPECTIVEDATA

a_,..tlohted To_eL -_
fiSH 14OR ...... ..N_mber-' ........ _Pl r cp.q.t_BriBe

Pro- Retro- Pro- Retro- Pro- Retro- Pro- Retro-

epectlve epeotlve Ipectlve epective opec&lye IpoGtlve Ipeotlve · epeotlve

#Belt.hr y. Income 1income income incolmB___l_nuome ____lnc_ om.tL__ f.fncoljlp ln,c,o,me _n99mL_ Di fference

$0 22 26 13 15 t4 16 B.aZ 11 .lZ -1 .CZ

61- 99 76 63 22 t3 26 17 17.3 11.6 §.6

$100 - 1 BO 114 102 27 37 34 42 22.7 29.2 --6.5

$200 - 299 55 74 40 29 41 33 27.3 82.9 4.3
_o

$300 - 399 16 19 26 8B a7 ae lO.l] 19.4 -1.4

8400 - 4(19 5 8 O 9 6 6 5.3 5.9 -.3

_) ShOO 0 0 0 O O O O.0 O.O O.O

TOTAL 288 28§ 13B 132 1150 144 100. O 100.0

NOTEs Flguree mey not im to recoil due to rounding error.

Computed mi O percent of the SBR ptue 92 percent or the NOR toteLe.



TABLE X.4

DISTR/BUTZON OF HOUSEHOLD;: BY 6R066 HONTIILY ][NCOHE IJB_iN6 PFIDSPECTZVE AND RETROBPECTZVE DATA

_etUb_ed Tote_ ........

_' p./
ssq NaR ___A_VJ_ ...... Nuu_er_____ PBr_nton_...........

Pro- Retrc- Pro- Retro- Pro- fietro- Pro- Retro- Pro- Retro-

spective epectfve epeotfve Ipectlve epecttve spectlve epeotlve epective epective epootlve

Honth[ _ Income Income Income Income lfiCOmL__ InoolRa__tpco_.e___JIploome_nco_p __income Income Otfferenoe

$169 _l] 23 13 13 13 13 14 14 8,9Z 2,9Z O,O[

6200 - 899 149 126 34 40 34 40 43 47 8,9 6,6 -,B

1300 - 399 100 1t 9 62 44 62 44 65 50 13,3 10,2 3.1

$400- 469 19 t9 40 46 40 46 39 44 7,0 9,0 -1.2
F-J

ShOO - 599 B 3 33 30 33 30 31 20 6.4 5,7 .7

1600 - 749 6 8 39 37 39 37 36 35 7.4 7.2 .2

) 1750 7 10 59 70 262 293 260 270 63.4 55.3 -1.9

TOTAL 307 307 290 200 503 503 487 488 100.0 100.0

NOTEs Flouree may not cum to toters due to rounding error.

Computed from CotuinB 3 end 4 by Increasing the number of HUH ceeee with grebe income in exceue of $750 by 223o (Soo text for

expLe.etlon or edJu8tment.]

b-/computed ee 0 pecent of the SSA ptue 82 percent of the HPR totaLe.
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